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Introduction 


On 23-24 March 2015, the editors of these volumes organized a confer- 
ence entitled Les Principia des Sentences: entre exercice institutionnel 
et débat philosophique in Paris on the Avenue d'Iéna, in the former and 
historical headquarters of the Institut de Recherche et d'Histoire des 
Textes. The workshop focused on an obligatory step on the medieval 
university path to becoming a master of theology: inaugural lectures 
on the four books of the Sentences of Peter Lombard; the lectures on 
the Sentences provided the first opportunity for a scholastic to defend 
a philosophical-theological worldview, and the inaugural lectures were a 
way for the theologian, now a sententiarius, to present himself and to 
make a name for himself, initially by delivering in a speech an introduc- 
tion to the course, praising theology and Peter Lombard, and dividing 
the books of the Sentences. In the 1310s in Paris, an additional element 
was added: the theologian was required to defend a doctrinal position 
and to criticize the positions held by the other theologians in their prin- 
cipia that year. This led to a debate among the sententiarii, where they 
criticized their colleagues, referred to as socii, and responded to their 
criticism over an academic year. 

The conference arose from a convergence of the editors’ research pro- 
jects. For Monica Brinzei, working on the corpus of Sentences com- 
mentaries of the fourteenth century within the framework of the ERC 
starting-grant project THESIS (grant no. 313339) was the perfect man- 
ner to discover that in many manuscripts the prologues of these sets of 
quaestiones are preceded by a type of text that is mysteriously differ- 
ent, yet still connected with the subject matter of the commentary on 
Lombard's Sentences. Occasionally a biblical phrase introduces these 
textual units, and some appear to have a sermon-like speech, mention- 
ing and praising Peter Lombard; sophisticated disputed questions deal- 
ing with complex philosophical and theological topics occasionally follow 
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the speech, developing discussions in connection with the Sentences; and 
sometimes the texts mention the names of contemporary participants 
in a debate. Upon closer scrutiny, it became evident that these units 
are principia, the compulsory exercise that all late-medieval faculties of 
theology required of bachelors as a means to inaugurate their annual 
lectures on the Sentences. 

For his part, William Duba had recently concluded research projects 
on the Sentences commentaries of Francis of Marchia, including editorial 
work that necessitated reconstructing the complex relationship between 
Francis! classroom lectures and his debates with his colleagues, known as 
his principia. As a Radboud Excellence Initiative fellow at the Radboud 
University Nijmegen, he was combining this work with the materiality of 
manuscripts, particularly looking at the use of paper at the University 
of Paris in the early fourteenth century. Debates called principia on 
the Sentences would make reference to the argument as written in a 
quaternus — an unbound gathering circulated among the members of 
the debate. The identification of such surviving quaterni — all written 
on paper — promised to develop our understanding of how these events 
functioned, as well as the debates that accompanied them. 

'The convergence of our research revealed a phenomenon with a daunt- 
ing scope and technical complexity. In terms of scope, principia on the 
Sentences are widely attested in European universities from the thir- 
teenth to fifteenth centuries. Technically, a principium on the Sentences 
can refer to an academic event, a part of it (the sermon or the dis- 
putation), a direct written record of that, or a revised text, often in- 
corporated into a larger whole, such as a Sentences commentary. The 
challenge required a collective effort. The 2015 conference provided the 
first opportunity for scholars to address the topic specifically, and the 
contributions gathered here reflect that pioneering spirit. 


The conference, however, was only the beginning. Transcribing and 
reading such texts, with multiple exchanges involving doctrines and ar- 
guments held by interlocutors with no surviving written records, proved 
challenging, but in exchange promised the reward of portraying medieval 
university intellectual life in terms of doctrinal debates, a clash and col- 
laboration of schools of thoughts, collective and individual undertakings. 
'This appeal drove Monica Brinzei to apply for the ERC Consolidator- 
Grant project DEBATE, awarded in 2017 (grant no.771589). In the same 
year, 2017, William Duba published The Forge of Doctrine, which in- 
cluded a reconstruction of how principia functioned in the early 
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fourteenth century, as well as a study and critical edition from the orig- 
inal reportatio of the principia of the Franciscan William of Brienne.! 

'The DEBATE project has been productive. Some of the results have 
been included in this book, which has grown to two volumes. Yet the 
book contains only some of the papers first presented during the 2015 
Paris workshop. One of the studies removed was Chris Schabel's lengthy 
article on Parisian principia in the 1340s. During the COVID-19 lock- 
down in early 2020, Schabel used the time saved from cancelled confer- 
ences to look at Adam Wodeham and the history of Oxonian principia 
until the 1330s. As a result, he teamed up with William Duba to investi- 
gate the development of the genre from its origins in principial sermons 
on the Sentences in the first half of the thirteenth century down to 
the full maturation of the written records of principial debates involv- 
ing multiple participants at the time of the Black Death. They will 
soon publish their findings under the title The Rise of a New Genre of 
Scholastic Disputation. 

The present book continues takes a collective approach to offer a sur- 
vey of the evolution of the genre, mapping the dissemination of this ex- 
ercise during the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries all over Europe. The 
book has two major parts. The first focuses on the practice of principia 
at the Universities of Paris and Oxford, where this manner of academic 
exercise was born. The various chapters delve into the surviving mate- 
rial in a common attempt to assemble pieces of evidence into an image 
portraying how, when, and by whom the principia were performed in 
the first European universities. The second part illustrates the spread of 
the genre to the new faculties of theology in Central Europe and Italy, 
with case studies from Bologna, Florence, Heidelberg, Cracow, Prague, 
and Vienna, highlighting the pan-European diffusion of the practice. 

As an academic exercise, principia bridge ideas, texts, authors, and 
institutions in time. Exploring the corpus of surviving principia illumi- 
nates the philosophical creativity cultivated in the faculties of theology. 
Therefore, the papers in this volume, not only discuss the structural as- 
pects of principia, but also treat the philosophical and theological ideas 
defended and attacked during the principial debates, and the topics and 
imagery used in the speeches. Special attention is also given to the philo- 
logical elements in the transmission of principia, and ten of the chapters 


d W.O. DUBA, The Forge of Doctrine. The Academic Year 1330-31 and the Rise 
of Scotism at the University of Paris (Studia Sententiarum, 2), Turnhout 2017. 
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are enriched with editions of various principia, providing the reader with 
examples from different decades and geographical areas. 


The authors in this volume approach the phenomenon of principia from 
different perspectives, and their contributions treat cases across the me- 
dieval universities of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. At the same 
time, they are trying to make sense of an event and its direct and in- 
direct textual evidence, drawing upon statutes and individual cases to 
place their material in context, all the while adding to what we know 
about that circumstances, rules, and conventions of the genre of prin- 
cipia. As these papers were assembled during the most fruitful period 
of growth in our understanding of principia, they focus on aspects of a 
whole. Therefore, to help the reader navigate their work, this volume 
opens with a vision of that whole, a A Guide for Understanding Prin- 
cipia om the Sentences of Peter Lombard, in which Brinzei proposes a 
synthetic presentation of the event and how it is reflected in the sur- 
viving written sources that we call principia. The extremely technical 
nature and complexity of these scholastic texts make them hard to read, 
understand, and interpret. Therefore, this guide proposes to familiar- 
ize the reader with this textual heritage by identifying and explaining 
some technical elements. During the fourteenth century, the practice of 
principia reaches a mature state with a standard formula that is easily 
discerned: the sermon is enriched by a quaestio collativa, a protestatio 
links the two main parts, and a gratiarum actio indicates the conclusion 
of the exercise. Different examples of surviving principia are scrutinized, 
providing an overview that will help interested readers identify certain 
scholastic sermons or a disputed questions as principia. 


Volume I 


University of Paris 


William J. Courtenay begins the section on the University of Paris with 
The "Transformation of Sentential Principia in the Early Fourteenth Cen- 
tury, wherein he investigates a crucial moment in the evolution of the 
organization of the baccalaureate in in the Faculty of Theology concern- 
ing the practice of principia, the passage from the sermo alone to the 
dual structure composed by the sermo and the quaestio collativa. Al- 
though modern scholars use principia to refer to these elements, such 
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usage only seems to appear in the second decade of the fourteenth cen- 
tury. Prior to that, other terms, such as introitus, were employed for 
the sermo, while at times we find the same words referring to the begin- 
ning of lectures on Peter Lombard's Sentences; it is not clear that they 
have the same meaning over time. The debate with the socii, or what is 
known as the quaestiones collativae and replicationes, is recognized as 
standard after 1320, but not much is known about the exact moment 
when the bachelors were obliged to start their year as sententiarii with 
a public debate. Courtenay tries to pinpoint this moment by focusing 
on evidence for the period 1300-1320. He first analyzes Longpré's claim 
that John Duns Scotus's Reportatio Parisiensis has evidence of such a 
debate. This text contains references to the arguments of a socius, who 
Longpré had suggested might be Bernard of Auvergne, although, at the 
time of Scotus's lectures, he would have been a bachelor formatus and 
not a sententiarius. Walter Burley's Tractatus primus could also be a 
recycled quaestio collativa, and other traces of the genre can be identi- 
fied in Peter Auriol (1317-1318). The most convincing evidence is given 
by the case of Dionysius of Borgo Sansepolcro O.E.S.A. (1317-1318), 
Landulph Caracciolo (1318-1319), and Francis of Marchia (1319-1320). 
After 1320 material from the disputation in the quaestio collativa was 
preserved more often by the authors and reached a wider public. 

Courtenay’s portrait of principia debates in Paris is complemented 
by the Florian Woller’s study of the speeches that preceded those de- 
bates. In his Inaugural Speeches by Bachelors of Theology: Princip- 
ial Collationes and Their Transmission (1317-1319), Wëller focuses on 
three authors, Peter Auriol, O.F.M., Dionysius of Borgo Sansepolcro 
O.E.S.A., and Landulph Caracciolo, O.F.M., who all read the Sentences 
at Paris between 1317 and 1319. After a technical discussion about the 
structure of the sermon, also called a collatio, Woller stresses the prob- 
lem of the inconsistent terminology that defines these texts, explaining 
why it would be more appropriate to call them collationes principio- 
rum, as Damasus Trapp suggested. Through his parallel reading of the 
collationes principiorum of the three authors, Wüller discerns a meta- 
morphosis of the genre from the oral performance to the written conser- 
vation and transmission of those sermons. He reveals the complexity of 
the practice of principia sermons and the relevance of rhetoric among 
theologians. Two appendices round out the paper, providing editions of 
two collationes (Peter Auriol on Book II, and Landulph Caracciolo on 
Book I) to illustrate Wóller's hypotheses. 
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One of the earliest surviving sets of principial questions is that of 
Francis of Marchia, who lectured at Paris in 1319-1320, probably just 
after Peter Auriol, O.F.M. Ostensibly, the four questions are preserved 
in a Madrid manuscript in the traditional sequence I-IV-II-III and were 
published by Nazareno Mariani. As Chris Schabel’s chapter, Francis of 
Marchia on Instrumental Causality: The Conclusion to Principium in 
IV in Question 2 on IV Sentences demonstrates, however, each of the 
four questions is in some way incomplete as it has come down to us. 
The titles of the questions correspond to the themes of the four books, 
but the content of what survives revolves around syllogistic reasoning 
in the divine, Marchia's principial theme, and in each case the question 
fails to reach the quaesitum as promised. Unlike in the case of books 
I and II, in which the incomplete principial questions are recycled as 
the first questions of those books, question 1 of book IV begins the 
response to the quaesitum and contains Marchia’s most famous doctrine, 
the virtus derelicta in physics and cosmology. In this paper Schabel adds 
that the question 2 of book IV builds on the virtus derelicta discussion 
and completes the answer to the Principium in IV. Providing a critical 
edition of the long version of question 2 in an appendix, Schabel argues 
that questions 1-2 of book IV may actually have been recycled from the 
original oral or even written version of that Principium, but that at the 
very least they served to finish what Marchia had started in his oral 
performance. 

Chris Schabel's The Genre Matures. Parisian Principia in the 1340s, 
from Gregory of Rimini to Pierre Ceffons demonstrates how princip- 
ial texts from Paris can enrich our knowledge of philosophical trends 
and university practices. Following an archeological approach, Schabel 
gathers together information on the principia of three academic years, 
1343-1344, 1344-1345, and 1348-1349. Using papal letters, other docu- 
ments, and university rotuli, he reconstructs the prosopographical chain, 
identifying most of the socii who participated in principial debates of 
those years and composing biographical and intellectual portraits for 
each of them: 1. (for 1343-1344): Gregory of Rimini (Augustinian Her- 
mit), Francis of Belluno (of Treviso, Dominican), John Rathe Scotus 
(secular); 2. (for 1344-1345): Paul of Perugia (Carmelite), Jean de Blois 
(Benedictine of Marmoutier), Fernand Johannis (secular, Collège de Sor- 
bonne); Robert of Corbie (secular); Alphonsus Dionysii of Lisbon (of 
Portugal, secular); John Ferrati (secular); Jean de Mirecourt (Cistercian 
of Citeaux); William of Musnier (Dominican); Bartholomew/Bertolus 
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(Franciscan); Alphonsus Vargas of Toledo (Augustinian Hermit); 3. (for 
1348-1349): Petrus de Turribus (Carmelite); Nicholas, prior of Le Pecq 
(Benedictine); Grimier Boniface of Rouen (secular); Jean Charel d'Aube- 
pierre (secular, Collége de Navarre); Laurence d'Yves (secular); Jean 
Maheu de Signéville (secular, prior of the Collége de Sorbonne); Pierre 
Ceffons (Cistercian of Claivaux); Bartholomé d'Anizy (Dominican); As- 
cencius of Sainte-Colombe (Franciscan); Hugolino of Orvieto (Augus- 
tinian Hermit). Schabel also provides an overview of the doctrines es- 
poused and the theses defended by the bachelors, illustrating the philo- 
sophical and theological variety of the principial debates, touching on 
the perfection of species, time and instants, intuitive and abstractive 
cognition, the beatific vision, the salvation of Judas, the infallibility of 
the Church, the ontological status of sin and evil, the cause of merit, 
the possibility of an intensively infinite reward, God's participation in 
our good acts, the contingency of Christ's incarnation, the latitude of 
grace, determinism, predestination, and so on. In this maze of ideas, 
each bachelor had to avoid the traps set by his associates and to set 
his own, all in an effort to show his intellectual prowess before the Fac- 
ulty of Theology. Besides presenting the complete sets of principia of 
Mirecourt, Ceffons, and Hugolino, Schabel reveals how Rimini, Vargas, 
and Paul of Perugia opted to incorporate material from their principia 
into their written questions on the Sentences. The extensive data from 
both types of principial source, unprecedented before the 1340s, offers 
a wealth of information about the practice of principia, from the se- 
quence of the entry of the participant into the battle, starting with the 
Carmelite and ending with the Augustinian, to the material exchanges 
between the bachelors. 

Palémon Glorieux famously used a pair of notebooks, manuscripts 
Paris, BnF, lat. 16408 and 16409 to trace what he called the *education 
of a fourteenth-century master of theology," whom he identified as Jean 
de Falisca. Zenon Kaluza corrected Glorieux's misattribution, identify- 
ing the notes as those of Étienne Gaudet. Continuing this revisionary 
spirit, in his paper The Forgotten Principia of a Forgotten Theologian: 
Jean de Moyenneville, 1856-1857, and Parisian Theology in the Late 
1350s Chris Schabel shows how a series of errors in Glorieux's reading 
of Gaudet's notebooks led him to overlook completely two principia con- 
tained therein. By clearing up Glorieux's mistakes and some of Kaluza’s 
own confusion, Schabel reasons out a chain of new dates and new data, 
such as additional proof that Jean de Ripa's lectures on the Sentences 
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in Paris were given in 1354-1355, an argument that the latest year for 
Oresme's Sentences lectures should be 1357-1358, the identification of 
a complete list of the socii of Bonsemblans Badoar from 1358-1359, the 
hypothesis that 1359-1360 should be the dates for Etienne Gaudet's lec- 
ture on the Sentences, and also the possibility to fix the chronology of the 
education of Richard Barbe. Having brought into new light the content 
of Gaudet’s notes, Schabel reconstructs Jean of Moyenneville's prin- 
cipia from Paris in 1356-1357, providing in an appendix an edition from 
Gaudet’s extremely difficult and heavily abbreviated notes. Schabel sur- 
mises that Gaudet gathered Moyenneville's principia not necessarily for 
their content but probably to serve as a model for preparing his own 
principia. Confrontations of Moyenneville with his socii revolve around 
then-trendy Parisian debates, inherited from Oxford, on the freedom of 
the will, the gravity of sin, and most notably on merit or demerit by 
omission. 

The final case study from Paris is Alexandra Anisie’s Mediated Knowl- 
edge and Beatific Vision in the First Principium of John of Brammart, 
capturing the effect of the Great Schism on the University of Paris. 
'The Chapter General of the Carmelite Order assigned John Brammart 
to read the Sentences in Paris in 1380-1381; a reference to Brammart 
dated 1383 calls him a Baccalareus formatus theologie Parisiensis. Be- 
fore he could incept as master of theology, however, the crisis of the 
Great Schism compelled Brammart and the other German Carmelites 
to leave Paris, probably for Bologna. Nevertheless, the matricula of 
Bologna does not indicate his name, and when in 1384 he is called mas- 
ter of theology, there is no indication of where he obtained this title. 
Brammart's questions on books I and IV of the Sentences survive from 
his Paris lectures. His first principium does not refer to any socii, prob- 
ably because, according to the university statutes, the Carmelite was 
the first to hold a principium. Nevertheless, traces of an exchange with 
opponents can be found, as Anisie shows in Brammart’s discussion of 
the role of mediating species in the beatific vision. In fact, the text that 
opens book I is a prologue preceded by a principium, for which she iden- 
tifies the sermo and quaestio collativa. In his sermo, Brammart does not 
limit himself to praising Peter Lombard, but even compares Lombard to 
Aristotle and emphasizes how the articles of faith contradict the princi- 
ples of natural philosophy. The so-called quaestio collativa concerns the 
beatific vision, and Brammart engages in philosophical analysis in ex- 
plaining the terms from the title of the question ( Utrum Verbum idealis 


Introduction 


relucentiae a Patre fluens productive perfecte beatificet Iohannem obiec- 
tive). He is interested in the psychology of mental words, the knowledge 
of created things in the divine mind, the divine Word from the perspec- 
tive of participation in the Trinity, and the relation between the intellect 
and will in the beatific vision. The last part of Anisie's paper focuses on 
Brammart's presentation of his doctrine of the beatific vision, moving 
from the human mind's self-knowledge to how it can know the divine 
essence; in this section, Brammart builds his doctrine in reaction to the 
Franciscan theologian John of Ripa. 

The survey on principia in Paris is focused by Courtenay’ Princip- 
ial Cohorts at Paris, a prosopographical reconstruction of the names 
of participants in and surviving texts from principial disputations at 
Paris during the fourteenth century, aiming at identifying the bache- 
lors who would be debating in a given year. This rich catalogue con- 
tains more than 200 names of figures ranging from the famous, such 
as Alfonsus Vargas Toletanus, Gregory of Rimini, Nicholas of Autre- 
court, and Pierre d’Ailly, to the practically unknown or even anonymous 
Carmelites, Benedictines, Augustinians, etc., for whom we have evidence 
that they read the Sentences at Paris in the fourteenth century. 


University of Oxford 


At the University of Oxford, surviving principia before around 1330 
consist only of inaugural sermons. In his Introductory Lectures on the 
Sentences by “Frisby,” Siegfried Wenzel offers the critical edition of a 
set of four principial sermons and the closing sermo finalis by the Do- 
minican Ralph Frisby, who read the Sentences at Oxford around 1320. 
Wenzel’s transcription of the texts from the only surviving witness, ma- 
nuscript Padua, Biblioteca Antoniana, 515, gives access to a complete 
set of a sermon-like speeches that exemplify the Oxonian style, providing 
compelling data to help us recognize the technical elements of a prin- 
cipial sermon. The speech opens with the thema, the biblical pericope 
(here II Corinthians 3.17), each word of which is employed to construct 
the sermon, most visibly when they are inserted in rhymed divisions de- 
scribing the content of the Sentences and the figure of Peter Lombard. 
The model of the four Aristotelian causes is used as a rhetorical tool 
to introduce the subject matter of Lombard’s Sentences. To make his 
academic sermo more attractive, Frisby plays with auctoritates and en- 
tertains his audience with exotic passages from the Canon medicinae of 
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Avicenna, quotations from Bartholomaeus Anglicus, and witty and mor- 
alized aphorisms from Urso of Salerno — all very uncommon sources for 
this literary genre. 

Complementing Wenzel's study of Ralph Frisby is Michael W. Dunne's 
Between Old and New at Oxford: The Introitus Sententiarum of Richard 
F'itzRalph and the First Collatio of Adam Wodeham. Dunne's paper ex- 
plores the genre of academic speeches related to the tradition of Sen- 
tences lectures, through the principial sermons of the secular Richard 
FitzRalph (1328-1329) and the Franciscan Adam Wodeham (1331-1332). 
'The sermons reflect the curriculum at Oxford, where bachelors of theol- 
ogy first lectured on the Sentences before reading the Bible, departing 
from the custom at Paris, where it was the reverse. These inaugural 
sermons confirm the familiarity of Oxonian sententiarii with rhetori- 
cal tools, competing to charm the audience by harmonizing captatio, 
inventio, and inflatio. These principial sermons, at Oxford also called 
introitus to the Sentences, open with a biblical thema and follow the 
classic thematic division into four parts. FitzRalph adopts the common 
metaphor of a river, leading Dunne to suspect that he might have used a 
florilegium to collect all sorts of exempla for the properties of a flumen, 
discussed in great detail. In the case of Wodeham, we have a quotation 
from II Reg. 7.19 with an explicit reference to Adam (Ista est enim lex 
Adam, Domine Deus), which mirrors the custom of making puns that 
was popular among Parisian bachelors. Special attention is also given to 
Peter Lombard, who is depicted as a hero, a defender of sacred theology, 
and a warrior against heresy. Oxonian inaugural speeches thus follow 
the path blazed by Paris, which was the common practice later in other 
universities. 

In A la recherche des Principia aur Questions sur les Sentences de 
Robert Holcot O.P. (11349), Pascale Bermon turns to another aspect of 
Oxford principia, the debate. The paper first presents how the use of 
technical vocabulary led her to hypothesize that the question De obiecto 
actus credendi and the text that circulated under the title Sez articuli 
derived from the principia of Holcot (1331-1332). Regarding the curi- 
ous case of the Sez articuli, the incunable edition of Lyon 1497 printed 
the text under the ambiguous title Conferentiae (= collationes), and the 
preceding history of the transmission of this text is cloaked in confusion. 
'The versatility of principia as a complex philosophical genre misled re- 
searchers. Bermon sheds some light on this transmission and remarks 
that Sex articuli is not a title, but an incipit, and that the text under 
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this title only deals with four of the six articles announced. In the first 
three, Holcot responds to his Dominican socius William Crathorn and, 
in the last one, to his Franciscan socius William Chitterne. While Hol- 
cot was a sententiarius, at least Crathorn was a biblicus, and perhaps 
also Chitterne was. Thus the Sez articuli show how, in their inaugural 
lectures on the Bible, the senior biblici could attack the junior senten- 
tiarii as their socii, who in turn replied, perhaps also in their principia. 
'The confrontation touches on topics such as the object of knowledge as 
complexum, the theory of the existence of species, non-voluntarism, and 
invincible ignorance. 

Chris Schabel has shown that Robert Holcot’s Sentences lectures be- 
long to the academic year 1331-1332, with his fellow sententiarii the 
Franciscan Adam Wodeham, the Mertonian William Skelton, Richard 
Radford, possibly the Carmelite William of Eynesham, an anonymous 
Benedictine, and Holcot's fellow Dominican John Grafton, who finished 
early and became a biblicus with Crathorn and Chitterne, while Richard 
FitzRalph was in his first year as regent master.? Our knowledge of what 
happened at Oxford the following academic year is less precise, but in 
his paper, The Oxford Franciscan Robert Halifax’s Principial Debate 
over Grace and Merit with His Pelagian Socius and Other Colleagues in 
1332-1333, Schabel advances some convincing hypotheses. In addition 
to Thomas Bradwardine (whose Sentences questions Schabel is editing 
with Severin Kitanov), the other sententiarii were the Dominican Roger 
Gosford (as Holcot himself announced in his sermo finalis), probably the 
seculars Richard Kilvington and Thomas Felthorp, perhaps either John 


This is the subject of the forthcoming C. SCHABEL, “The Genre in Adolescence. 
Adam Wodeham's Report of the Principial Debates at Oxford in 1331-1332," 
part II of W.O. DuBA and C. SCHABEL, The Rise of a New Genre of Scholas- 
tic Disputation: Principia on the Sentences (Studia Sententiarum), Turnhout, 
but see C. SCHABEL, “Ockham, the Principia of Holcot and Wodeham, and the 
Myth of the Two-Year Sentences Lecture at Oxford," Recherches de Théolo- 
gie et Philosophie médiévales 87 (2020), pp. 59-102; C. SCHABEL and M. 
BRINZEI, “Better off Dead: The Latitude of Human Misery in the Oxford 
Replicationes of the Dominican Robert Holcot and the Parisian Principia of 
the Cistercians Jean de Mirecourt and Pierre Ceffons," in A Question of Life 
and Death. Living and Dying in Medieval Philosophy, ed. J.-M. COUNET 
(Rencontres de Philosophie Médiévale, 26), Turnhout 2022, pp. 143-182; and 
C. SCHABEL, “Richard FitzRalph vs William Skelton, 1331-1332: The Attribu- 
tion of the ‘Determinationes’ in a Florence Manuscript,” in A Companion to 
Richard FitzRalph, Fourteenth-Century Scholar, Archbishop, and Polemicist, ed. 
M.W. DUNNE and S. NOLAN (Brill’s Companions to the Christian Tradition, 
105), Leiden 2023, pp. 208-271. 
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Stuckley or Roger Swineshead for the Benedictines (as Schabel has ar- 
gued elsewhere), and the Franciscan Robert Halifax, who debated with 
the new Franciscan regent master John of Rodington. A close analysis of 
Halifax's surviving witnesses to his Sentences commentary led Schabel 
to redate the lectures of Halifax in Oxford to 1332-1333, providing a 
detailed question, article, and thesis list from all manuscripts in an ap- 
pendix. One of the most prominent topics that preoccupied Oxonian 
theologians at that time was the “obsession with grace and merit,” and 
principial disputes were the perfect context to innovate philosophically. 
This paper discusses and presents an edition of (in another appendix) 
Halifax’s record of his debates with his anonymous socii and other col- 
leagues, using the sole witness, Vat. lat. 1111. At the core of the debate 
is the thesis, held by an opponent, that someone without grace can merit 
eternal life. T'his opinion becomes the pretext for an original philosoph- 
ical reflection on the ontological status of grace, and Halifax discusses 
the view that grace not only has material and formal being, but also 
radical being, esse radicale, which Halifax ridicules. Echoes of this and 
related issues in the principial text are found in various questions from 
Halifax's Sentences lectures. 


Volume II 


University of Bologna 


Schabel's paper The Franciscan Guglielmo Centueri of Cremona's Bo- 
logna Principium of 1368, with an Appendix on Whether God Can Make 
the Past Not to Have Been investigates vestiges of the practice of prin- 
cipia at the Faculty of Theology at Bologna. Despite a long history in 
which almost 400 named students were enrolled to read Peter Lombard's 
Sentences, only three principia from Bologna are known to survive, in- 
cluding that of the Franciscan Guglielmo Centueri of Cremona. The 
paper first establishes where Guglielmo read the Sentences by exploring 
papal letters, correcting previous historiography (Cenci, Kaluza, Mar- 
colino, Trapp) on Guglielmo and revealing what Schabel calls “a not 
untypical Franciscan path": Guglielmo began his studies in Cremona, 
became a bachelor of theology in Florence, lectured on the Sentences 
in Bologna (in 1368), and then did so again in Paris. After becoming 
master at Paris, Gugliemo enjoyed an illustrious career as a professor 
at the University of Pavia. Having established the biography of this 
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author, Schabel clears up the confusion surrounding Guglielmo's surviv- 
ing text stemming from his Sentences lectures. The giant question in 
manuscript Fribourg, Cordeliers 26, is actually not a distinction from 
book II, as many scholars have maintained, but a principium delivered 
at Bologna in 1368, a new textual testimony for our understanding of 
the historical transmission of these texts. In the appendix to the paper, 
Schabel edits the section of the huge principium covering the modal sta- 
tus of the past, that is, whether God can make the past not to have 
been. 


University of Cracow 


Baran Wojciech's paper offers a Survey on Medieval Principia on Pe- 
ter Lombard’s Sentences of Theologians from the University of Cracow, 
The Faculty of Theology at Cracow embraced the practice of prin- 
cipia, as shown by Wojciech's catalogue of nineteen scholars whose 
principia from Cracow have survived: Lucas of Wielki Kozmin (ca. 
1357-1412/1414), John of Kluczbork (ca. 1370-1436), Andrew of Koko- 
rzyn (ca. 1379-1435), James of Nowy Sącz (f ca. 1431-1434), Ni- 
cholas Budziszyn of Cracow (ca. 1382-1424), Nicholas Kozlowski (ca. 
1378-1443), Benedict Hesse of Cracow (ca. 1389-1456), Thomas Strzem- 
piñski (1398-1460), Paul of Pyskowice (ca. 1394-1470), Matthias of 
Labiszyn (ca. 1400-1453), John of Dabrówka (ca. 1400-1472), John of 
Stupca (ca. 1408-1488), Nicholas Ligatoris of Cracow (Goleszko) (ca. 
1410-1480), Matthias of Saspów (ca. 1408-1472), James of Lisów (ca. 
1420-1475); and Michael Falkener of Wroclaw (ca. 1460-1534). This 
list provides rich material to illustrate the eclectic tendencies that char- 
acterize theological education at Cracow from the end of the fourteenth 
century until the late fifteenth century. Very similar to what happened 
at the Faculty of Theology at Vienna, where what we commonly refer to 
as the *Vienna Group" was active, we find in the Polish academic milieu 
a “Cracow Group" formed around the massive influence of the Augus- 
tinian T'homas of Strasbourg, who lectured on the Sentences at Paris 
in 1334-1335. At Cracow, the doctrinal approach leans toward Augus- 
tinian fideism harmonized with Dominican thought, and principia focus 
especially on the topic of theology as a science. 
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Florence: Franciscan studium 


William O. Duba and Russell L. Friedman examine a case, unique to this 
volume, of principia held outside the university, in a mendicant studium, 
in A(nother) Florentine Principium on the Sentences. The Mystery of 
the Two “Prologues” in Peter of Trabibus’ I Sentences. They examine 
the textual testimony of Peter of Trabibus, who lectured on the Sen- 
tences at Santa Croce in the time of Dante, and left commentaries on 
the the four books of the Sentences. His commentary on book I has the 
peculiar situation of being equipped with two ‘prologues’. Upon closer 
observation, the first ‘prologue’ is clearly a principium to lectures on all 
four books of the Sentences; the second just mentions book I. A compar- 
ison with contemporary principia from Santa Maria Novella shows that 
Dominican and Franciscan conventual studia likely had two courses on 
the Sentences, one ‘beginner’ class, which went through all four books 
in a year, and an ‘advanced’ one, that involved lectures on a single book 
in a year, and thus it would not be surprising to find a principium on all 
the books along with a principium on the first book. In the case of Peter 
of Trabibus, however, the second ‘prologue’, whatever its origin, clearly 
takes the form of a written introduction to the commentary on book I 
of the Sentences. The first ‘prologue’, on the other hand, is a general 
principium on the Sentences, and is edited in an appendix to this paper. 
Trabibus’s principium is introduced by a biblical thema (Wisdom 3, 15), 
praises Holy Scripture and the figure of Peter Lombard, and uses the 
model of the four Aristotelian causes in presenting the outline of the 
four books of Lombard's Sentences. Even in comparison to his fellow 
Franciscans, Trabibus's style is simple, sacrificing rhetorical display for 
a parade of theological sources. 


University of Heidelberg 


Andrea Fiamma's contribution, John Wenck’s Principia on the Sen- 
tences (1431) at the University of Heidelberg, discusses the fragments of 
Wenck's surviving principia in manuscript Tübingen, Universitätsbib- 
liothek, 31, ff. 138r-143r and 150r-155v, in which he debates with his 
socius Bartholomew of Maastricht. After being educated at the Faculty 
of Arts in Paris, John Wenck delivered his lectures on the Sentences in 
February 1432 at the new Faculty of Theology in Heidelberg. His sur- 
viving principia are an excellent example how the academic milieu of 
Heidelberg embraced the practice of principia at the beginning of the 
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fifteenth century. Wenck's text attests to the presence of all the main 
principia structural elements at Heidelberg in Wenck's principia: the 
sermon with the invocation of the saints and the recommendatio Scrip- 
turae, the protestatio, the quaestio collativa and the debate with socii, 
and a final regratiatio or gratiarum actio. This last element is one of the 
rare surviving examples of the moment when the candidate showed his 
gratitude to those present in the audience, and Wenck names the most 
important figures, such as the rector of the university, Bartholomew di 
San Trudone; his professor, Nicholas of Jawor; John Kirchem from the 
Faculty of Law; and Gerard of Hunkirch from the Faculty of Medicine. 
'The presence of representatives of all the other faculties and disciplines 
at the university shows that, at the University of Heidelberg, principia 
in theology had an interest that exceeded the Faculty of Theology. From 
a theological point of view, Wenck was interested in the problem of the 
eternity of the world and the nature of the relationship between God and 
creation. His theological approach echoed Jean Gerson's reformation of 
theological teaching and endorsed a return to the opinio communis of 
classical theologians such as Bonaventure and Thomas Aquinas. This 
raises the question of the role of the via Marsilii, the main school of Al- 
bertism introduced in Heidelberg by Marsilius of Inghen, which Wenck 
seems to abandon. 


University of Prague 


Monica Brinzei’s contribution to this book, The Cistercian Matthew of 
Zbraslav (de Aula Regia/Kônigsaal), socius of a Pre-Radical Jan Huss, 
and Their Prague Principial Debate, explores how principia were per- 
formed at the Faculty of Theology at Prague. Matthew of Zbraslav's 
principium on book II in manuscript Leipzig, UB, 418 is the only surviv- 
ing remnant of his participation in the principial debates held in Prague 
in 1408-1410. The motivation for investigating the text of a Cistercian 
bachelor of theology from Zbraslav Abbey is threefold. First, the text 
is a significant testimony to how principia were performed in Prague. 
Second, Matthew's confrontation with the famous Jan Hus sheds new 
light on what we know about his thought in the period before it became 
the focus of controversy, and reveals something about his personality 
at the time he was a bachelor of theology. Third, doctrinal exchange 
between Matthew and his socius Hus is stimulating, given the meagre 
amount of text that has come down to us concerning principial debates 
from Prague. The appendix thus offers an edition of what remains of the 
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principia of Matthew of Zbraslaw, including discussions and solutions 
on topics such as God as the unique principle of creation, the eternity of 
the perceptible world, the idea of a mental archetype of created things, 
and whether Christ's incarnation should be associated with redemption. 


University of Vienna 


In her paper Précher sur les Sentences: sermons sur l’œuvre du Lombard 
à la bibliothéque des Dominicains de Vienne, Edit Anna Lukács points 
out the close relation between the Dominican convent and the Faculty of 
'Theology at Vienna. An unexplored collection of manuscripts from the 
medieval library of this convent contains principia sermons. The absence 
of disputed questions highlights the interest in the rhetorical aspect of 
the exercises, and these surviving examples, in manuscripts Wien, Do- 
minikanerkonvent, Cod. 68/289 and 235/293, reveal how Viennese and 
Cologne theologians were trained in composing such texts. The traces 
from Cologne reveal the legacy of Thomas Aquinas as a model in de- 
veloping theological thinking. For Vienna, a special interest in book 
IV with a deep focus on Eucharistic issues appears to be dominant in 
the sermons. The technical elements identified in principial sermons 
from Paris and Oxford, such as the biblical thema, the praise of Peter 
Lombard, and the claim of the superiority of theological wisdom com- 
pared to the philosophical knowledge are also evident among Viennese 
theologians. It is possible that these principial speeches were gathered 
together to serve as a rhetorical model to guide potential candidates for 
their Sentences lectures, and thus witnesses the legacy of principia at 
the new Faculty of Theology at Vienna. 

In Disputing without socii — The Principium on Book IV Conrad of 
Rothenburg, Vienna 1408/09, Ueli Zahnd, examines how principia were 
performed at the Faculty of Theology at Vienna through the unique case 
of Conrad of Rothenburg, who was the only bachelor to read the Sen- 
tences in 1408-1409. This detail proves an interesting exception with a 
direct impact on the performance of principia, since the exercise required 
a confrontation with his socii. Zahnd thus explains what it means to 
defend a principium in extraordinary conditions or, in other words, how 
the dialogue of principia is reduced to a monologue. The only material 
witness to Conrad's principium, manuscript Klosterneuburg, Stiftsbibl., 
315, ff. 262v-269r, preserves just a fragment, only one article, of his 
fourth principium. Zahnd first describes some general characteristics of 
principia at Vienna, providing a useful catalogue of surviving texts from 
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the Viennese tradition that shows the significance of the genre at the 
Austrian university. While these sources have, there is little evidence for 
the practice of using puns in the themata of speeches, the structure of 
the debate was unique; a ‘global question’ announced at the beginning 
of the first principium is then divided into four ‘singular questions,’ one 
for each of the four principia. Each principium divides into a protes- 
tatio, the presentation of structural elements, and the response. In the 
case of Conrad, Zahnd highlights how an extensive development of the 
theses (conclusiones) in fact replaces the missing debate, since the socii 
are missing, while Conrad introduces an imaginary debate with mod- 
ern authorities. Conrad expresses his interest in eschatology, a topic 
that, while absent from Nicholas of Dinkelsbühl's Sentences commen- 
tary, which at the time served as the basis for Vienna Sentences lectures, 
added to a ‘manual’ that teachers in the Faculty of Theology used ver- 
batim in their lectures and debates. In this way, Conrad's methodology 
follows the general trend: he recycles and incorporates into his princi- 
pium passages from other commentaries circulating in Vienna. Zahnd 
provides an extremely useful schema that traces Conrad's sources and 
concludes that this derivative style of theological thought in Vienna was 
how bachelors handled their tradition. A conservative mentality limited 
any novelty or flamboyance of the sort common in Paris. 

In his chapter, Peter of Pirkenwart’s Textual Workshop from his Prin- 
cipium IV (1417), Matteo Esu continues the investigation of Vienna and 
even Conrad in presenting Peter of Pirchenwart’s Principium on book 
IV. Esu first provides an essential biography of this author, showing his 
involvement in the cultural and administrative life of the flourishing city 
of Vienna — a member of the Collegium Ducale, dean of the Faculties of 
Arts and Theology, rector, orator, cleric in charge of inspections and ar- 
bitrations, and a powerful preacher against the Hussite heresy — all this, 
combined with his sometimes impetuous personality, which gave rise to 
quarrels and disputes with his colleagues, was recorded in the Acts of 
the Faculty of Theology. The remainder of the chapter focuses on his 
principium, transmitted from a single manuscript (Gottweig, Benedik- 
tinerstiftsbibliothek, 261 (272) ff. 1ra-14vb) and edited in the appendix. 
Esu studies Pirchenwart’s strategies of textual recycling, relating it to 
his earlier Principia biblica (on Baruch and Matthew); the Principium 
on Baruch of his older colleague Conrad of Rothenburg; his own opus 
magnus, the Quaestiones in IV Sententiarum; and the socius (adversar- 
ius) targeted in the third article, the mathematician John of Gmunden, 
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whose Principia have been lost but can be reconstructed, at least in 
their structure and general content. T'he in-depth analysis of the differ- 
ent relationships with the cited sources (inspiration and reuse, verbatim 
copying without citation, explicit references) allows us to enter the “tex- 
tual workshop" of this author, providing a better understanding of the 
concrete modes of textual production in the university milieu of Vienna. 
'The last chapter is a joint edition of Conrad of Rothenburg and Pe- 
ter of Pirchenwart's Principia on Book IV of the Sentences crafted by 
Matteo Esu and Ueli Zahnd as an appendix of their respective essays, 
highlighting the common passages in the two Viennese Principia. 


As the title of these volumes makes clear, these are explorations of prin- 
cipia. The authors of the contributions range from decorated emiriti to 
doctoral students, but, as explorers, each applies their specific expertise 
to terrain unfamiliar to modern scholarship, with most material avail- 
able only in manuscript. Using as a rough guide the small collection 
of sources and studies, whose names keep reappearing in the footnotes, 
these pioneers literally and figuratively write new chapters in the history 
of medieval universities, while correcting and adding to our understand- 
ing of principia, and through them, of the intellectual enterprise of the 
faculties of theology. For if, in the words of Peter the Chanter, a medieval 
theologian's task consisted in legere, disputare, praedicare [DW1], then 
principia captured the first formal expression of this task: bachelors of 
theology starting their Sentences lectures by preaching and disputing. 
These studies capture the theologian using his rhetorical, philosophi- 
cal, and dialectical skills not in isolation, but as a part of a cohort of 
sententiarii, following and subverting conventions of an exercise, and in 
the service of a larger community. Such constellations at times produce 
stunning displays of innovation in philosophy and ingenuity in speaking, 
expressing the highest creativity of the human spirit. At other times, 
they result in rote repetition, rehashing tired tropes and teachings held 
to be timeless truths. In both cases, they reveal to the researcher the 
liquid reality of the four books of the Sentences that these theologians 
claimed to be rivers of wisdom. 

With such a diverse array of studies, the reader will encounter a certain 
degree of repetition of conclusions and even a few points where the 
individual studies appear to contradict each other. Given the rapid pace 
of discoveries in the field, we have decided not to impose conclusions 
that have yet to achieve academic consensus, especially those contained 
within these volumes. The result, we hope, presents a number of facets 
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to principia on the Sentences, reflecting the sources and the expertise 
of the authors. Through their particular studies, we hope to provide a 
glimpse of the whole. 


A. Guide for Understanding 
Principia on the Sentences of 
Peter Lombard 


Monica Brinzet* 
(IRHT-DEBATE project) 


In a recent essay on medieval ideas and institutions, Maarten Hoenen 
makes an objective observation: “Principia are not easy to read”! In 
confirmation of this remark, three points emphasize the complexity of 
the genre of principia on the Sentences of Peter Lombard, the focus of 
this volume. Primo, the challenge starts with the name, since the noun 
principium/principia is not just difficult to translate into a modern lan- 
guage, but it was also used to denote different academic proceedings.? 
Secundo, principia were not initially composed as written texts in order 
to be read by others, but derived from preparatory notes for or, more 
often, reports of public oral performances, so the who, how, and why 
questions concerning these records further complicate their study as his- 
torical objects. Tertio, the genre was fluid, changing in structure and 
content over time, beginning with a mere sermo during the thirteenth 


'his paper has received funding from the ERC under the European Union's 
Horizon 2020 research and innovation program Co DEBATE n° 771589. I 
am grateful for useful and constructive comment from William Duba, Steven 
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century and adding a disputed question during the fourteenth and fif- 
teenth centuries. Accordingly, this paper offers a guide for understanding 
these texts, aiming to explain the technical elements of principia on the 
Sentences. I have conceived this toolkit as a hermeneutical device to 
assist in deciphering the components of these principia and to enable 
the reader to identify additional texts as belonging to the genre. 

The more generic term principia applies to public exercises performed 
at different faculties in the medieval universities. As the word suggests, 
principia were acts of ^beginning," whether at the inception of a mas- 
ter, the start of an academic exercise for a bachelor, or the opening of 
a university lecture course. In the thirteenth century and in most con- 
texts later, principia were delivered as speeches or sermons praising a 
textbook, its author, and/or a particular discipline, such as philosophy, 
logic, or geometry, according to the academic context. We thus have 
surviving philosophical sermons as principia stemming from the Faculty 
of Arts.? In the Faculty of Theology, bachelors had to perform prin- 
cipia when they began their lecture on the Bible and again at the start 
of their lectures on the Sentences. When a bachelor was promoted to 
Master of Theology, the first act of the incepting master was to give 
a sermon, his Principium in theologia. Eventually, however, something 
new arose in connection with the principial speeches delivered before 
Sentences lectures: the bachelors began to dispute each other before the 
faculty of theology. Because of their intrinsic doctrinal and historical 
interest and significance, therefore, as well as the relative abundance of 
surviving materials, principia on the Sentences constitute the focus of 
the present book and the object of this manual. 

By the end of the second decade of the fourteenth century, each bach- 
elor of the Sentences (sententiarius) was required to deliver a sermon 
to the assembled members of the Faculty of Theology and sometimes 
others, to respond to a question and defend theses before this audience, 
and to engage in public debate with the other sententiarii (their socii) 


3 See a discussion and the bibliography on philosophical principia in C. SCHABEL, 
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reading the textbook of Peter Lombard that same academic year. The 
bachelors’ goal was to demonstrate openly their rhetorical skills, bril- 
liance, wit, charisma, and knowledge in defending and attacking doctri- 
nal positions, while exhibiting their intimate familiarity with canonical 
authorities and recent trends, and displaying their eloquence in speech 
and maturity of thought. In other words, they set out to prove their vir- 
tuosity in all areas demanded of future masters of theology. Our present 
doctoral defenses are rooted in medieval university acts of this sort, and 
just as PhD theses reflect the academic achievements of modern universi- 
ties, the corpus of principia on the Sentences that survive on parchment 
and paper encapsulates the rich legacy of medieval universities. 

Given the complexity of these writings, however, a vade mecum to 
explain the main elements in the composition of these principia is called 
for before we present the contents of this book. Medieval university 
statutes, usually late, often incomplete, and profoundly formal, offer 
some information about the normative aspects of this academic exercise. 
The surviving texts of principia themselves serve as a valuable comple- 
ment to this documentation, supplying some of the missing pieces to 
the puzzle. Our methodology thus combines these two sources in order 
to answer the following questions: what exactly are principia on the 
Sentences of Peter Lombard and how should we read the surviving text 
deriving from this academic exercise? 

The first part of this investigation establishes the historiography and 
current state of scholarship on these principia. The second section 
presents the technical components that help us identify medieval de- 
bates as principia on the Sentences in their mature form, from the early 
fourteenth century onwards. 


State of the Art 


The modern scholarly examination of the genre of principia on the 
Sentences began nearly a century ago with Franz Ehrle’s pioneering 
study on the Franciscan Peter of Candia (the future Pope Alexander 
V), in which Ehrle drew attention to some characteristics of these prin- 
cipia as a particular type of debate. During the Second World War, 
Palémon Glorieux briefly mentioned this practice in his foundational 
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entry on the Sentences of Peter of Lombard in the Dictionnaire de 
Théologie Catholique” and, in the following decade, the Augustinian 
Damasus Trapp briefly discussed the genre in various articles, particu- 
larly in relation to the Cistercian Pierre Ceffons.? Nevertheless, it seems 
that these publications did not find an early readership in France: when 
in 1961 Jeanne Barbet published the edition of the principial debate be- 
tween the Franciscan Francis of Meyronnes and the Benedictine Pierre 
Roger (the future Pope Clement VI), she simply labelled it a “Dispu- 
tatio”; and when, along with Paul Vignaux, André Combes published 
the Principia of the Franciscan John of Ripa three years later, in 1964, 
he employed the confusing title Quaestio de gradu supremo. In his long 
introduction, one can follow Combes’ frustrating struggle to understand, 
depict, and explain the genre of the text he was editing.? Conversely, the 
lack of available information about the genre is also behind the confusion 
in the Augustinian Salesius Friemel's book of 1950, where he treats the 
prologue of the Sentences commentary of Augustinus Favaroni de Roma, 
OESA, as a Prinzipienlehre.!? In 1966, in his magisterial study of the 
notebooks of Étienne Gaudet, unfortunately misattributed to Jean de 
Falisca, Glorieux included a series of considerations about the techni- 
cal aspects of principia, since Gaudet recorded a number of principial 
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Recherches de Théologie Ancienne et Médiévale 24 (1957), pp. 100-150, at 
pp. 104-108. 

FRANÇOIS DE MEYRONNES, PIERRE ROGER, Disputatio (1320-1321), ed. 
J. BARBET, preface P. VIGNAUX (Textes Philosophiques du Moyen Age, 9), 
Paris 1961. 

JEAN DE RIPA, Questio de gradu supremo, ed. A. COMBES, P. VIGNAUX (Textes 
Philosophiques du Moyen Age, 12), Paris 1964. 

The introduction to JEAN DE RIPA, Questio de gradu supremo, is on pp. 9-140, 
but on p. 91 Combes indicated that he wrote the non-doctrinal section, pp. 9-91, 
and that the doctrinal section, pp. 91-140, is by Vignaux. 

S. FRIEMEL, Die theologische Prinzipienlehre des Augustinus Favaroni von Rom 
O.E.S.A. (+1448), Würzburg 1950. For the edition of principia of Augustin 
Favaroni de Roma see M. BRiNZEI, “Performing Principia in the Faculty of The- 
ology of Bologna: The Case of Augustinus Favaroni of Rome (11443)," Traditio 
77 (2022), pp. 377-463. 
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debates from his time at the Collége de Navarre.!! Nevertheless the 
result was quite puzzling in many regards. 

Another cause for confusion was the fact that, starting in the thir- 
teenth century, if not with the foundation of the University of Paris, 
the speeches that theologians delivered when they became masters were 
also called principia, such that Nancy Spatz's famous but unpublished 
Cornell University PhD from 1992 simply bore the title Principia.'? 
As shown by the subtitle, A Study and Edition of Inception Speeches 
Delivered Before the Faculty of Theology at the University of Paris ca. 
1180-1286, Spatz’s dissertation did not discuss principial sermons re- 
lated to Sentences lectures or venture into the fourteenth century, when 
principia on the Sentences were transformed into exciting venues for 
philosophical and theological debate. The confusion between principia 
as inception speeches by new masters of theology, on the one hand, prin- 
cipia as sermons, questions, and debates by bachelors of theology, on the 
other, recently led Alain Boureau, in his 2014 review of the edition of 
the Principia of Pierre d'Ailly, to criticize the editor for allegedly mis- 
dating these texts to 1377-1378, when d'Ailly lectured on the Sentences, 
instead of 1381, when d'Ailly became Master!? 

Building on Trapp’s works, William J. Courtenay made some impor- 
tant observations about principia at Oxford in 1978.!^ That same year, 
Zenon Katuza reevaluated Glorieux’s findings about Paris and Gaudet, 
whom Katuza correctly identified." It was not until 1989, however, 
that Kaluza presented a more detailed analysis of the statutes of the 
Faculty of Theology at Paris in order to depict the rules of principia, 
since an understanding of this academic practice was indispensable for 
reconstructing the career of each theologian. Katuza’s paper still rep- 
resents a model of scholarship, showing how crucial is to have a lucid 


P. GLORIEUX, “Jean de Falisca: La formation d'un maitre en théologie au 
XIVe siécle,” Archives d'histoire doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen Age 33 (1966), 
pp. 23-104. 

N.K. SPATZ, Principia: A Study and Edition of Inception Speeches Delivered 
before the Faculty of Theology at the University of Paris, ca. 1180-1286, unpub- 
lished PhD dissertation, Cornell University 1992. 

See A. BOUREAU’s review in Revue d'Histoire Ecclésiastique, 109/3—4 (2014), 
pp. 1035-1038. 

1^ W.J. COURTENAY, Adam Wodeham. An Introduction to His Life and Writings 
(Studies in Medieval and Reformation thought, 21), Leiden 1978, pp. 172-177. 
Z. KAEUZA, Thomas de Cracovie. Contribution à l’histoire du collège de la Sor- 
bonne, Wroclaw 1978. 
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comprehension of principia. More recently, William Duba dedicated 
a *masterful volume" to the principia of the Franciscan William of Bri- 
enne, a significant contribution to the genre, providing a straightforward 
and coherent guide to principia from the first decades of the fourteenth 
century.!’ In the same year, 2017, Duba and Chris Schabel used prin- 
cipia on the Sentences to dispel the myth that lectures on the Lombard's 
text took two years instead of one.!? 

In brief, the current picture of the history of the genre is as follows. 
The roots of the principial debates go back to the thirteenth century 
in Paris in the form of the inaugural sermons given before the lectures 
on the Sentences of Peter Lombard. By the second decade of the four- 
teenth century, as William J. Courtenay demonstrates in the present 
book, these speeches were followed by debates between the bachelors, 
the written reports of which begin to survive. The abundance of written 
principia from the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries can be explained in 
part on the basis of material innovation, mainly the introduction of pa- 
per as a medium for recording texts produced in the universities. Paper 
became consistently available at Paris from 1330 and, according to Anne 
Blair and William Duba, the use of paper provides a possible explana- 
tion for the apparent decline of some written genres, such as quodlibetal 
disputations, and the growth of others, such as records of principial de- 
bates, in which the participants had to exchange notes JH The surviving 


16 Z. KALUZA, “La nature des écrits de Jean de Ripa," Traditio 43 (1987) 
pp. 257—298, especially pp. 260-274. 

17 W.O. DUBA, The Forge of Doctrine. The Academic Year 1330-31 and the Rise 
of Scotism at the University of Paris (Studia Sententiarum, 2), Turnhout 2017, 
the quote coming from the review of W.J. COURTENAY in Church History 87 
(2018), pp. 860—862, at p. 860. 

18 wO DUBA, C. SCHABEL, “Remigio, Auriol, Scotus, and the Myth of the Two- 
Year Sentences Lecture at Paris," Recherches de Théologie et Philosophie Médié- 
vales 84.1 (2017), pp. 143-179. 

19 A. BLAIR, “The Rise of Note-Taking in Early Modern Europe,” Intellectual His- 
tory Review 20/3 (2010), pp. 303-316, at p. 303; W. DuBa’s plenary lecture, 
“Varieties of Lectures: Sources and Technology in the Medieval Universities,” at 
the FIDEM conference Varieties of Readings of Medieval Sources in Cluj-Napoca 
in 2015 and also DUBA, The Forge of Doctrine, pp. 57-58. For theological quodli- 
beta and their decline, see the two volumes edited by C. SCHABEL, Theological 
Quodlibeta in the Middle Ages. The Thirteenth Century, and, especially, The- 
ological Quodlibeta in the Middle Ages. The Fourteenth Century (Brill’s Com- 
panions to the Christian Tradition, 1 & 7), Leiden 2006-2007, in addition to 
J.W. WIPPEL, “Quodlibetal Questions, Chiefly in Theological Faculties,” in Les 
questions disputées et les questions quodlibétiques dans les facultés de théolo- 
gie, de droit et de médecine, ed. B.C. BAZAN, J.W. WIPPEL, G. FRANSEN, 
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texts of principia connected to Sentences lectures after 1340 demon- 
strate that this academic exercise gained significance in the medieval 
universities, and the use of paper may be responsible for the wider cir- 
culation of these writings after this date. This book investigates written 
principia from the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries and endeavors to 
uncover more evidence regarding how this practice spread to faculties of 
theology all over Europe, from Paris to Oxford, from Bologna to Prague, 
from Vienna to Krakow, and so forth. 

Participation in the principial debates became mandatory in the four- 
teenth century. The statutes of medieval universities (Paris 1366, Bologna 
1368, Vienna 1384, etc.) required bachelors preparing to lecture on the 
Sentences of Peter Lombard to begin the academic year with a series of 
inaugural sermons and lectures, which are thus labeled principia, *be- 
ginnings," in medieval manuscripts and statutes. By induction we find 
that this obligation entailed defending theses publicly and engaging in 
debate with each other before many members of the university commu- 
nity. Because Lombard's Sentences are divided into four books, more- 
over, at Paris the first series of principial sermons and questions, prior 
to lectures on the prologue and book I of the Sentences, was followed 
throughout the academic year by other principial series corresponding 
to each of the other three books, thus giving the bachelors ample op- 
portunity to respond to their colleagues. Later, in other universities, 
Sentences lectures could last two years and individuals did not always 
begin with book I. Whatever the case, the principial session beginning 
the academic year was the most important, because all other activities 
were suspended to allow the members of the Faculty of Theology to 
participate in the event. 


Dissecting Principia on the Sentences 


In the fourteenth century, at least by the 1330s, each principium con- 
sisted of a sermon (usually called a collatio), a protestatio, and a quaestio 
collativa. This division is reflected in the statutes of Bologna? and ex- 
presses the standard structure of a principium. 


D. JACQUART (Typologie des sources du Moyen Age occidental, 44-45), Turn- 
hout 1985, pp. 153-222. 

H EHRLE, I piu antichi statuti della Facoltà Teologica dell’Università di Bologna: 
contributo alla storia della scolastica medievale, Bologna 1932, p. 21, Il. 8-11: “In 
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Sermones 


The corpus of surviving sermones or collationes?! provides a wealth of 
material that calls out for proper interpretation and cross-disciplinary 
analysis. The first element to examine is the scriptural passage or the 
biblical thema that opens the sermon or collatio. 


Biblical Thema 


'The oral exercise began with a scriptural pericope, also called a biblical 
thema or a verbum thematis, that opened the sermon. In the thirteenth 
century, it was common to have a different thema for each collatio, 
but in the last decade of the fourteenth century it became the norm to 
retain the same biblical thema for all four sermons, and this was the 
practice after the questions and debates were added to form part of the 
principia.?? 

While the statutes do not specify how this biblical passage was cho- 
sen, the surviving examples reveal that the bachelors themselves chose 
the thema, weaving their identities as persons and theologians together 
with Peter Lombard, the Sentences, and the study of theology. For a 
theologian, the thema functioned as a means of organizing his speech 
about what he, as a person and as a member of a school, was going to 
bring to the teaching of the Sacred Page. In many examples, however, 


quo premittitur brevis collatio pro com<m>endatione sacre doctrine vel libro- 
rum Sententiarum. Secundo fit protestatio expressa in capitulo 11. Tertio pro- 
ponit questionem utilem et illam studiose pertractat" and p. 22, ll. 14-18: “Quili- 
bet bachalarius continue tenetur legere omnes quattuor librorum Sententiarum 
distinctiones complete, et facere tria principia super tribus libris, completo libro 
primo. Et in quolibet trium principiorum facit, sicut in primo principio, similem 
collationem, protestationem et questionem.” 

For an explanation of this terminology see C. SCHABEL, “The Victorine Pierre 
Leduc's Collationes, Sermo finalis, and Principia on the Sentences, Paris 
1382-1383,” Archives d'histoire doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen Age 87 (2020), 
pp. 237—334 at pp. 238-239. 

For the evolution of the single thema at both Paris and Oxford, see W.O. DUBA, 
C. SCHABEL, The Rise of a New Genre of Scholastic Disputation: Principia on 
the Sentences, 1315-1350 (Studia Sententiarum, Turnhout, forthcoming. For 
example, in 1294-1295 the Dominican John Quidort had different themata for 
his sermons on books III and IV, according to M. OLSZEWSKI, “John Quidort 
of Paris’s commentary on the Sentences. Books IIl and IV,” Recherches de 
Théologie et Philosophie Médiévales 90 (2023), forthcoming, but in 1297-1298 
the Dominican Remigio de' Girolami kept the same thema for all four collationes: 
DUBA, SCHABEL, “Remigio, Auriol, Scotus, and the Myth," pp. 152-156. 
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the biblical thema was also used as a pun, as Damasus Trapp noted.?? 
In some cases one can easily recognize an explicit reference to the name 
of the author. Adam Wodeham, reading at Oxford in 1331-1332, 
selected the biblical verse 2 Samuel 7:19: Ista es lex Adam, Domine 
Deus; Denys of Modena, lecturing in Paris in 1371-1372, preferred the 
explicit quotation from Acts 17:34: Quidam vero viri adhaerentes ei, 
crediderunt: in quibus et Dionysius Areopagita, et mulier nomine 
Damaris, et alii cum eis; the Augustinian Simon of Cremona, teaching 
at Paris in 1373-1374,”° chose Luke 5:3: Ascendens in unam navem quae 
erat Simonis; and the Augustinian Peter of Gracilis, a socius of Pierre 
d'Ailly in Paris 1377-1378, began his sermon with Acts 10:9: Ascendit 
Petrus in superiora domus. 

There were other possible motifs. At the end of the fourteenth cen- 
tury two Victorine theologians went with biblical themata connected 
to the name of their spiritual patron, St Victor: Peter Leduc, Paris 
1382-1383, employed I John 5:4: Vincit mundum fides nostra, and 
Henry le Boulangier, at least for his Bible lectures at Paris just after 
1400, used another section of I John 5:4 Hec est Victoria, of which 
the Hec could even have recalled Henricus.?6 Their preference for such 


?3 Trapp, “Augustinian Theology of the 14th Century," p. 269. See also K. 


TACHAU, “Looking Gravely at Dominican Puns. The Sermons of Robert Hol- 
cot and Ralph Friseby," Traditio 46 (1991), pp. 337-345, and more recently U. 
ZAHND, “Heraldic Puns in Medieval Principia,” https://puns.zahnd.be/ (last 
accessed 3 March 2023). 

For the dates of his principia see C. SCHABEL, ^Ockham, the Principia of Holcot 
and Wodeham, and the Myth of the Two-Year Sentences Lecture at Oxford," 
Recherches de Théologie et Philosophie Médiévales 87 (2020), pp. 59-102. 

The principia are key to Simon's dates, on which see COURTENAY, “Theologi- 
cal Bachelors at Paris on the Eve of the Papal Schism,” pp. 929-931. TRAPP, 
“Augustinian Theology of the 14th Century,” pp. 249-250, had dated Simon’s 
lectures to 1365-1366, the same year as his confrére John Hiltalingen of Basel, 
but Marcolino later showed that Hiltalingen lectured in 1368-1369. Since Courte- 
nay's remarks were buried in a dense article, E.L. SAAK, Augustinian Theology 
in the Later Middle Ages. Volume 1: Concepts, Perspectives, and the Emer- 
gence of Augustinian Identity (Studies in the History of Christian Traditions, 
196), Leiden 2022, p. 36. As for four of Trapp's other suggestions for bachelors 
in 1365-1366, Courtenay (p. 929, n. 18) rightly corrects one (Étienne Gaudet, 
to 1359-1360), but in this book Chris Schabel dates the Franciscan William 
of Cremona’s Bologna dates to 1368 and his Paris dates to 1370-1371, while a 
colophon has the Cistercian Gottschalk of Nepomuc lecturing in 1368. 

C. SCHABEL, “The Victorine Pierre Leduc's Collationes, Sermo finalis, and Prin- 
cipia on the Sentences, Paris 1382-1383," Archives d'histoire doctrinale et lit- 
téraire du Moyen Age 87 (2020), pp. 237-334; C. SCHABEL, “Radices et plan- 
tationes theologicae facultatis hic Parisius. 'The Principia of Pierre Leduc and 
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victorious Victorine sources overtly invokes their spiritual affiliation. 
Another example from the monastic milieu that seems to go in the same 
direction is in Prague, where Matthew of Zbraslav (de Aula Regia)?" se- 
lects as his biblical theme a passage from Luke 1:42: Benedicta, tu, inter 
mulieres, reproducing words spoken by Elizabeth in the Bible. In fact, 
Queen Elizabeth of Bohemia (11330) was a generous patron of the Aula 
Regia Abbey, Matthew's Cistercian Abbey. The choice for this biblical 
theme can be interpretated as a clin d'oeil to his Cistercians roots. 

When a thema does not suggest the name of the author, it sometimes 
contains an allusion to his geographical origin. See, for example, the 
obvious references in Lambert de Monte, Paris 1423-1424, who picked 
Psalms 67:16: Mons Dei mons pinguis, and Peter of Candia, Paris 
1378-1379, who employed for Acts 10:30: Stetit ante me in veste can- 
dida. Some of these puns are not at all obvious, if they are such. 
Conrad of Ebrach, Bologna 1368-1369 and Prague 1376-1377, perhaps 
opted for an aquatic reference from Psalms 64:10: Flumen Dei Reple- 
tum est aquis, because the name Ebrach seems to have meant a watery 
place.?? 

The case of Peter Auriol, one of the earliest, and discussed in this 
book, is similar. While lecturing in Paris 1317-1318, Auriol opened 


Henri le Boulangier and the Victorine Tradition during the Great Schism,” in 
Omnium expetendorum prima est sapientia. Studies on Victorine Thought and 
Influence, ed. W. BAJOR, M. BURACZEWSKI, M.J. JANECKI, D. POIREL (Bib- 
liotheca Victorina, 29), Turnhout 2021, pp. 245-326, at 262-266. 

See the observation of V. MARCOLINO, “Der Augustinertheologe an der Uni- 
versitát Paris," in Gregor von Rimini. Werk und Wirkung bis zum Reforma- 
tion, ed. H.A. OBERMAN (Spátmittelalter und Reformation, 20), Berlin 1981, 
pp. 128-194, here p. 177. 

See the edition of this sermo in S.F. BROWN, “Peter of Candia’s Sermons in 
Praise of Peter Lombard," in Studies Honoring Ignatius Charles Brady Friar 
Minor, ed. R.S. ALMAGNO, C.L. HARKINS (Franciscan Institute Publications. 
Theology Series, 6), St. Bonaventure, N.Y. 1976, pp. 141-176. 

For some doctrinal discussion of his principia see M. BRINZEI, C. SCHABEL, 
“Thomas Aquinas as Authority and the Summa as Auctoritas in the Late Middle 
Ages," in Summistae. The Commentary Tradition on Thomas Aquinas's Summa 
Theologiae from the 15" to the 17" Centuries), ed. L. LANZA, M. TOSTE 
(Ancient and Medieval Philosophy, Series 1/58), Leuven 2021, pp. 95-125, at 
pp. 97-107; for the manuscripts tradition of this text M. BRINZEI, C. SCHABEL, 
^Les cisterciens et l'université Le cas du commentaire des Sentences de Conrad 
d'Ebrach (4-1399)," in Les cisterciens et leurs bibliothèques, ed. A.-M. TURCAN- 
VERKERK, D. STUTZMANN, T. FALMAGNE, P. GANDIL (Bibliothèque d'histoire 
culturelle du Moyen Age, 18), Turnhout 2018, pp. 453-486, at pp. 457-458, 
464—466. 
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his first collatio with Ezechiel 10:2: Ingredere in medio rotarum. que 
sunt subtus cherubim. The image of the wheel is present in the other 
three collationes, II: Rota una iuxta cherub unum et rota alia iuxta 
cherum unum (Ezechiel 10:9);?? TII: Quasi si sit rota in medio rote 
(Ezechiel 1:16); IV: Spiritus vite erat in rotis (Ezechiel 1:21). The 
visual image of the aura or the glow and the wheel might not be just 
a simple coincidence. We can also discern a phonetic link between the 
name Wasia and the Latin noun facie as it applies to the case of John 
of Wasia’s choice of Revelations 1:6: Facies eius sicut sol lucet. Wasia 
reuses the word facies in the title of each of his quaestiones collativae.?! 
The facies, the image of the human being that should be not judged 
on its external appearance, but on internal beauty, became for Wasia 
a mark of intellectual self-identity. In the same vein we can enjoy the 
resonance of the name of Gilles Charlier, who read Sentences in Paris in 
1416-1417 and who initiated his sermons with a quotation from II Kings 
2:12: Currus Israel et auriga eius. In French translation the beginning 
of this biblical verse char d'Israél sounds very much like the name Gilles 
Charlier.?? 

Another category is the anagram of the author's name created by re- 
arranging letters extracted from the biblical quote. In an early example, 
Landulfus Caracciolo used Revelations 21:19: Fundamentum primum 
iaspis, the first two syllables of which contains most of the letters in 
Landulfus: Fundamentum. The scriptural quotation used by Henry 
Totting of Oyta, in Paris in the late 1370s, can be seen as an anagram 
of his name in Deuteronomy 28:66: Erit vita tua quasi pendens ante.?? 
The extraction of the first letters from some words gives us EVTuA, 
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This collatio is edited in the present volume by Florian Wóller. 

For example, see the title of the Principium II, f. 6v: Utrum facies solis infinite 
relucentie ab eterno splendorem adequatum immensitati sue potentie potuit quo- 
vismodo producere.; Principium III, f. 9v: Utrum facies solis infinite relucentie 
umbram corporalis deficientie sibi potuit ypostatice unire, id est utrum Dei qui 
de se ipso dicit Ioh. 8: ego sum lux mundi, potuit corpus corporale seu humane 
quod quasi umbra est deficiens respectu lucis eterne sibi ypostatice unire, id 
est sumere in unitatem suppositi.; for the Principium IV, f. 12r: Utrum facies 
solis infinite relucentie virtutis spiritualis efficientie sacramentis communicaverit 
effective. The title of the first principium questio is missing in the manuscript. 
On his principia see Z. KALUZA, “Proclus dans la première quaestio collativa 
de Gilles Charlier," in Reading Proclus and the Book of Causes, vol. I, Leiden- 
Boston 2019, pp. 438-465, at p. 443. 

For the edition of this sermon see HENRY TOTTING OF OyTA: Three Sermons of 
a Late Medieval Intellectual. De passione Domini. De assumcione beate virginis 
Maris. De nativitate loahannis Baptiste, ed. J. ODSTRCILIK, R. BURGAZZI, 
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another form of Oyta's name, often reproduced in manuscripts as Eu- 
tua or Euta. Similarly, Thomas Wüldersdorf, lecturing in Vienna in 
1433-1435, opted for Matthew 22:16: In Veritate viam Dei doces, from 
which we can extract the form vudd or even vvdedo, in which one is re- 
minded of the author's name Wüldersdorf?^ In Krakow is possible 
that Benedictus Hesse, whom Wojciech Baran discusses in this book, 
tried to suggest the name of his homeland by choosing as his thema 
Psalms 106:20: Misit verbum suum et sanavit eos, whence we can tag 
the abbreviation esse, which phonetically sounds like Hesse.?? 

Perhaps in one or two of the examples given above we modern scholars 
have been too clever, more imaginative than the theologians giving the 
sermons, but there is no doubt about the intentions of the Cistercian 
Pierre Ceffons, lecturing in Paris in 1348-1349. In keeping with his 
character as a non-conformist, Ceffons chose the shortest possible thema, 
the letter O, from Revelations 1:8: O .../ Not surprisingly, Ceffons’ 
provocative choice had an impact on some of his socii, who, according 
to Ceffons himself, were upset that instead of a traditional phrase he 
limited himself not to a full word, or a syllable, but just a letter. Indeed, 
a later statute of the Faculty of Theology of the University of Vienna, no 
doubt inspired by Ceffons, explicitly forbade choosing anything less than 
a complete phrase as a thema.” Among Ceffons’ socii was the famous 
Augustinian Hugolino of Orvieto, with whom Ceffons had contentious 


F. BATTISTA, Frankurt am Main 2006, pp. 48-69. I am currently editing the 
questio collativa of Oyta's principia. 

On this and the principia of this author, see the forthcoming volume of 
C. Schabel. 

?5 See Wojciech Baran's recently (2023) defended his PhD at the École Pratique 
des Hautes Études on the principia of this author: *Les Principia de Benoit 
Hesse de Cracovia (vers 1389-1456). Étude et édition critique" 

Chris Schabel is preparing for publication his edition of the principia and, with 
William Duba and Mihai Maga, the sermons, but see C. SCHABEL, Pierre Cef- 
fons et le déterminisme radical au temps de la peste noire (Conférences Pierre 
Abélard), Paris 2019, pp. 20-21 and 41; Statuta Facultatis Theologiae, tit. I, 
ed. R. KINK, Geschichte der kaiserlichen Universität zu Wien. Zweiter Band. 
Statutenbuch der Universität, Wien 1954, p. 97: “Item ordinamus, quod predica- 
turus vel collacionem aliquam pro principio vel alias facturus pro themate accipi- 
at de Biblia aliquam perfecti et pertinentis sensus oracionem, ut non dictionem 
unam aut sillabam perfecte oracioni expresse non equivalentem. Vitari etiam 
volumus in talibus verborum ficciones inconsultorum atque rytmorum sterilium 
coacervationes vanas et curiosas ad rem non pertinentes, allegarique disponimus 
in sermonibus authoritates et concordancias de Biblia reales et non solum vo- 
cales, que nec probant nex provocant, sed magis sua impertinentia predicantem 
vituperant et audiencium aures turbant, cum audiunt allegari aut distorte exponi 
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doctrinal exchanges during the principial debates.?/ Since the Vienna 
statutes are more detailed versions of those that survive from the Faculty 
of Theology of Bologna, in the composition of which Hugolino himself 
played an important role, one can easily link Ceffons to the statute via 
Hugolino and Bologna, and it is even possible that the extant version 
from Bologna is incomplete.?5 

For a bachelor in theology, therefore, the thema of the principial ser- 
mon could provide a mark of identity and association. This moment of 
connection incidentally provides the modern scholar with a chance to de- 
termine the authorship of anonymous texts. Thus Friedrich Stegmiiller’s 
famous Repertorium commentatorium Sententiarum should be consulted 
not only to connect new manuscripts to known texts, but also to at- 
tempt to identify the authors of the anonymous commentaries he lists 
by their incipits.?? To conclude this section, let us look at the example 
of manuscript Citta del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Pal. 
lat. 370, which contains different principia and other academic exercises 
from the Faculty of Theology at Heidelberg TU At the end of a codico- 
logical unit, on the bottom of folio 55r, one finds added under the title 
Themata diversa diversorum doctorum in theologia (with Themata pro 
recommendatione written in the right margin, which has been trimmed) 
a list of the biblical themata chosen by a number of famous theologians 
from different universities, and in most cases these themata correspond 
to their collationes or principia on the Sentences. The catalogue ends 


aliquid, verbi gracia de Christo quod notum est, de diabolo dici aut similia.” 
SCHABEL, Pierre Ceffons et le déterminisme radical, pp. 115-117 and passim. 
Hugolino’s principia have been published in the critical edition of the Sentences 
questions: Hugolini de Urbe Veteri OESA Commentarius in quattuor libros Sen- 
tentiarum, ed. W. ECKERMANN and V. MARCOLINO, 4 volumes (Cassiciacum, 
Supplementbanden, 8-11), Würzburg 1980-1988. See also the sermons published 
in W. ECKERMANN, “Zwei neuentdeckte theologische Prinzipien Hugolins von 
Orvieto," in Schwerpunkte und Wirkungen des Sentenzenkommentars Hugolins 
von Orvieto O.E.S.A., ed. W. ECKERMANN (Cassiciacum, 42), Würzburg 1990, 
pp. 43-83. 
For Hugolino at Bologna, see the remarks in A. ZUMKELLER, “Leben und Werke 
des Hugolin von Orvieto," in Schwerpunkte und Wirkungen, ed. ECKERMANN, 
pp. 3-42, at pp. 12-15. For a detailed comparison of the Vienna and Bologna 
statutes of the Faculties of Theology, see L. CIoCA, The History of Vesperial 
Disputations in the 13th and 14th Centuries, unpublished PhD dissertation, Cluj- 
Napoca, 2021, pp. 18-52 (forthcoming as a book). 
F. STEGMÜLLER, Repertorium Commentariorum in Sententias Petri Lombardi, 
2 volumes, Würzburg 1947. 
^9 "The manuscript is online: https://digi.vatlib.it/view/MSS_ Pal.lat.370 (last ac- 
cessed 30 May 2023). 
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with local figures, which suggests that the author of the listed intended 
to integrate the leading members of the Faculty of Theology at Heidel- 
berg into the broader international circuit. T'his unique testimony thus 
identifies the biblical themata chosen by various famous or lesser-known 
scholastic theologians: 


Durandus: Est Deus in celo revelans misteria. Dan. ii? «28» 

Doctor Antiquus: Mirabilia opera tua. «Ps. 138, 14»! 

Item Ebraco: Flumen Dei repletum est aquis. Ps. Ixitiit® <10> 

Thomas de Argentina: Dedit abissus vocem suam. Abacuc iii? <10> 

Magister Henricus de Hassia: Apertum est templum Dei in celo, et 
visa est archa testamenti eius. Apoc. xii? «19» (recte 11:19) 

Magister Gherardus Brat’: Fluvius egrediebatur de loco voluptatis ad 
irrigandum paradisum. Gen. ii? «10»? 

Item Robertus Holkot: Dominus petra mea, et robur meum. ii Reg., 
xxii? aS 

Item Thomas in Scripto tercii Sententiarum: Verbum caro factum est 
et habitavit in nobis. Joh. primo <14> 

Item Magister Henricus de Gouda doctor in theologia: Fons ortorum, 
puteus aquarum, viventium. Cant. An f. primo et sequen. «15» 

Item Magistri Wilhelmi de Ha’ doctoris in theologia: Altissimus creavit 
de terra medicinam. Eccli. 38, «4» 

Item Magistri Johannis de Brunbach doctoris in theologia: Ecce ego 
do coram vobis viam vite. Ier. 21 «8» 


The Speech 


In time, the form and the content of the opening sermon-like speech 
underwent minor transformations.^ During the thirteenth century the 
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44 


This is the thema of Hugo de Novocastro, on whose Sentences questions William 
Duba and Chris Schabel are composing an exhaustive study. 

Several items in STEGMÜLLER, Repertorium, vol. 2, p. 573, have the incipit Flu- 
vius egrediebatur, but none by any Gerardus. Of those that are anonymous, the 
only one listed with the full thema is number 1234, vol. 1, p. 487, a densely writ- 
ten collatio in Paris, Bibliothèque nationale de France, lat. 3804 A, f. 49va-b, 
which is surrounded by anonymous questions on book I of the Sentences, but in 
a different hand (nos. 1233 and 1235-1257, pp. 487-488). 

'This is the thema for Holcot's Wisdom commentary. 

See G. DAHAN, Etudes d’éxégése médiévales. Ancien testament. Strasbourg 
2016, pp. 43-48. In Dahan's study, however, the term principium Biblicum is 
used indiscriminantly to refer to the biblical principium from the beginning of 
the lecture on the Bible by a bachelor, the principium in theologia made by a 
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dominant formula for the sermo revolved around the theme of the four 
types of Aristotelian causes (efficient, material, formal, final). This 
blueprint was probably used as a captatio of the audience's attention 
to introduce and to explain the author, the subject matter, the style or 
its methodology, and the finality of the text. This practice was com- 
mon to all the faculties of the medieval university, and the four causes 
were often called upon to introduce lecture series and sometimes writ- 
ten commentaries.*° One such example of a non-lecture-based usage is 
the De conscientia of Robert of Sorbonne, which survives in manuscript 
Metz, Bibliothèque universitaire, 150, f. 86r.^^ For the four causes in 
principia, a detailed example of this practice is depicted in this book 
in the joint study of William Duba and Russell Friedman. This for- 
mula, followed frequently in the thirteenth century especially in biblical 
principia as Gilbert Dahan points it out,4® declined in popularity in the 


master, and a teacher's introductory speech at the beginning of each year when 
he began his teaching on the Bible. See for example: G. DAHAN, Interpréter 
la Bible au Moyen Age. Cinq écrits du XIe siècle sur l'exégése de la Bible 
traduits en français, Paris 2009. Or Th. PRUGL, “Medieval Biblical Principia 
as Reflections on the Nature of Theology," in What is ‘Theology’ in the Mid- 
dle Ages? Religious Cultures of Europe (11th — 15" Centuries) as reflected in 
their Self- Understanding, ed. M. OLSZEWSKI (Archa Verbi Subsidia, 1), Münster 
2007, pp. 253-275. A. SULAVIK, “Principia and Introitus in Thirteenth-Century 
Christian Biblical Exegesis with Related Texts," in La Biblia del XIII secolo: 
storia del testo, storia dell'esegesi, ed. G. CREMASCOLI, F. SANTI (Millennio 
Medievale, 49), Firenze 2004, pp. 269-321. 

A.J. Minnis, Medieval Theory of Authorship. Scholastic Literary Attitudes in 
the Later Middle Ages, Aldershot 1988, pp. 73-84. 

See for example the case of Humbert of Preuilly, who uses it in his prohemium 
to his commentary on the Metaphysics: HUMBERTUS DE PRULLIACO, Sententia 
super librum Metaphisice Aristotelis, ed. M. BRINZEL N. WICKI (i) (Studia 
Artistarum, 36), Turnhout 2013, pp. 25-26, 58-59. 

Metz, Bibliothéque Municipale, 150, f. 86r: ^Notandum quod in uerbis predictis 
tanguntur quatuor cause, que in principio cuiuslibet libri queruntur. Primo ergo 
istius libri tangitur uel ponitur istius libri causa efficiens, scilicet Deus, iudex 
iustus, cum dicitur ipse. Secundo tangitur illud propter quod petitur ille liber, 
scilicet causa finalis, ibi qui iudicat. Tercio tangitur modus tractandi secundum 
quem sit iste liber, scilicet causa formalis, ibi scribat. Et quarto de quo [est] 
iste liber, scilicet causa materialis, ibi librum. Ista sciencia quantum ad causam 
efficientem est vera, infallibilis, quantum ad formalem est necessaria et vtilis, 
quantum ad formalem compendiosa et leuis, et quantum ad materialem digna 
et honorabilis? Apud F.N.M. DIEKSTRA, “Robert de Sorbon’s De conscientia. 
Truncated Text and Full Text," Recherches de Théologie et Philosophie Médié- 
vales TO (2003), pp. 22-117, at p. 40. 

In his Interpréter la Bible au Moyen Age, Gilbert Dahan discusses three case 
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fourteenth but rebounded in the fifteenth century in Krakow, as we learn 
in Baran's paper in this book. 

The early pattern of organizing the principial sermon around the divi- 
sion of the four Aristotelian causes may have led to occasional confusion 
in the use terminology labelling these texts. Instead of calling the speech 
a principium, sermo, or collatio (or introitus, in some cases), scholars 
have sometimes employed the term prologus. The problem here is that 
the four books of the Sentences of Peter Lombard are preceded by what 
is called a prologus, a very short two-page rhetorical text. This did not 
become the subject of imitation on the part of his later commentators, ^? 
but they increasingly took the opportunity to deal with meta issues on 
the nature of theology that were not included in the textbook, calling 
them questions on the prologus and placing them between the colla- 
tio and the discussion of frui and uti in distinction 1 of book I. Thus 
the prologus or questions on the prologus that we find in the corpus of 
commentaries on the Sentences?? is usually a very sophisticated and or- 
ganized epistemological tract about theology as a science and about the 
capacity of the viator as a finite creature to have knowledge, faith, and 
opinion about an infinite being, such as God. What some scholars have 
called two prologues, then, are really a principial sermon (principium) 
and a question or questions on the prologus.°! 


studies of biblical principia, although the third one might be a principium 
from a Sentences commentary. For more on biblical principia see G. DAHAN, 
L'exégése chrétienne de la Bible en Occident médiéval XIIle-XIVe siècle, Paris 
1999, pp. 405-409. 

With some exceptions, for example the prohemium mimicking the prologus of 
Peter Lombard at the beginning of the Lectura Mellicensis of Nicholas of Dinkels- 
bühl, first edited by K. BINDER, *Eine Anthologie aus Schriften mittelalterlichen 
Wienner Theologen,” in Dienst an der Lehre. Studien zur heutigen Philoso- 
phie und Theologie, herausgegeben von der Katholisch-theologischen Fakultät der 
Universität Wien als Festschrift für Kardinal kónig zur Vollendungs seines 60. 
Lebensjahres, Vienna 1965, pp. 201-261, at pp. 212-214. An improved edition 
and translation following another manuscript is in M. BRÎNZEI, C. SCHABEL, 
“The Past, Present, and Future of Late Medieval Theology: The Commentary 
of Nicholas of Dinkelsbühl,” in Medieval Commentaries on the Sentences of Peter 
Lombard, vol. 3, ed. P.W. ROSEMANN, Leiden 2015, pp. 174-266, at pp. 250-251. 
For some examples see M. OLSZEWSKI, Dominican Theology at the Crossroads. 
A Critical Edition and a Study of Prologues to the Commentaries on Peter Lom- 
bard’s Sentences by James of Metz and Hervaeus Natalis (Archa Verbi, Subsidia 
2), Münster 2010, passim. 

See my remarks about the text of Durand of Saint-Pourçain in my review of 
DURAND DE SAINT-POURGAIN, Commentaire des Sentences. Prologue. Présen- 
tation et traduction par David Piché (Sagesse médiévales), Paris 2020, in Revue 
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Recognizing the nature and characteristics of principial sermons can 
shed new light on the origins of known texts, and in some cases it can 
affect our understanding of the manuscript tradition as well. Revis- 
iting Stegmüller's repertory from this perspective may pay significant 
dividends.?? 


Poetry in Theology 


Poetry was part of medieval sermon literature, including university ser- 
mons in general and principial sermons in particular.?? This type of prin- 
cipial poetry, or what I have called philosophical stanzas,°* should not 
be confused with what Stegmüller labeled in his catalogue of Sentences 
commentaries Petri Lombardi Sententiae metrice redactae.?? Under this 
rubric he lists some manuscripts, mostly from the fifteenth century, con- 
taining metrical tabulae of the contents of Peter Lombard Sentences, 
book by book.99 The majority of these tables in meter were produced in 


de l'histoire des religions 239/1 (2022), pp. 157-159. That one of the so-called 
prohemia is a collatio is confirmed in the list transcribed above from Città 
del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Pal. lat, 370, f. 55r, which in- 
cludes the biblical thema that Durand employed for his Sentences sermon. See 
also Friedman’s discussion on a similar situation in R.L. FRIEDMAN, “Principia 
and prologue in Francesco d'Appignano's Sentences commentary: the ques- 
tion: ‘Quaeritur utrum ens simpliciter simplex possit esse subiectum. alicuius 
scientiae," in Atti de II convegno internazionale su Francesco d'Appignano ed. 
D. PRIORI, M. BALENA, Appignano 2004, pp. 123-149. 

See the example of Peckham discussed by F. DE BENEDITTIS, “Defining the Sub- 
ject Matter of Theology: the Concept of Radicality in John Pecham’s principia 
to the Commentary on the Sentences,” in Radical Thinking in the Middle Ages 
(forthcoming). 

For the theological use of poetry, see F. STELLA, “Théologie de la poésie entre 
Scolastique et Humanisme,” in Poetry, Bible and Theology from Late Antiquity 
to the Middle Ages, ed. M. CUTINO (Millennium Studies, 86), Berlin-Boston 
2020, pp. 473-493. 

For some examples see the Debate website: https://debate-erc.com/rhyming- 
philosophical-stanzas/ 

STEGMÜLLER, Repertorium Commentariorum in Sententias, pp. 6-9, n° 11-21. 

See the example in manuscript Vat. lat. 946, ff. 95r-100v, edited in Sancti 
Bonaventurae ex ordine Minorum S.R.E. Episcopi Card. Albanen. Eximii Ec- 
clesiae doctoris Opera Sitti V. Pont. Max. iussu diligentissime emendata, libris 
eius multis undique conquisitis aucta, ed. Rome 1596, pp. 215-233, or Petrus 
Rosenheim in Münich, BSB, Clm 14634, ff. 41v—49v, or Clm 14852, ff. 66-72, a 
summary of the Sentences in poetry. Another example, not listed by Stegmiiller, 
is the Metra in Vat. lat. 5992. For the early period see P. GLORIEUX, Répertoire 
des maítres en théologie, Paris 1933, I, p. 178 (#56). I am grateful to Steve 
Metzger for guiding me through the Vatican's online catalogue. 
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the new universities of Central Europe, ordinarily at Vienna and Prague, 
but the genre was developed in parallel with the poetry composed for 
principial sermons. 

In the case of principia, virtuosity in preaching was among the skills 
expected of a future master of theology. Experimenting with the melod- 
icity produced by rhymes and different combinations of ideas and images 
was the perfect way to manifest one's talent. In each sermon the bache- 
lor demonstrated his rhetorical abilities by eloquently praising the object 
of his study by using rhymes and stanzas, forming a kind of academic 
poetry, as in this example about book II: 


Sed Magister in isto secundo libro nobis plene: 
Magne molis derivate verbum fabricationis 
Grate mentis regulate verbum illustrationis 


Voluptatis obliquate verbum vindicationis 
Rate classis ordinate verbum alligationis.°” 

Very often quatrains in which the final syllables rhyme are centered on 
the relation between the Master (Peter Lombard) and his follower (the 
bachelor). The doctrinal issues (God, the Incarnation, the Trinity, vo- 
lition, creation, the sacraments, etc.) covered in the four books of the 
Sentences are introduced and discussed following a rhyming pattern. 
The methodological aspects of theological instruction (syllogism, au- 
thority, other modes of demonstration) were also subjected to rhyming 
diagrams: 


Increate deitatis essentiam sillogizat. 
Consecrate veritatis notitiam preconizat. 
Infrustrate potestatis potentiam auctorizat. 


Inconcusse voluntatis placentiam dogmatizat.?* 


'The mnemotechnic aspect of the use of poetry during these academic 
public debates deserves emphasis. Siegfried Wenzel's contribution to 


57 AUGUSTINUS FAVARONI DE ROMA, Collatio super II librum Sententiarum, ms. 


Berlin, Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin - Preufischer Kulturbesitz, lat. fol. 852, 
f. 204rb. 

PETRUS GRACILIS, Principium I, London, British Library, Royal, MS A 10, 
1, f. 1v. For the use of diagram in the manuscripts of Sentences’s of Peter 
Lombard see AYELET EVEN-EZRA, Lines of Thought. Branching Diagrams and 
the Medieval Mind, Chicago-London 2021. 


58 


A Guide for Understanding Principia on the Sentences 


this book on Ralph Frisby is an illustrative case study, because Wenzel 
edits a set of four sermons and shows how this poetry navigated from 
one sermon to another. This practice became uniquitous in the second 
half of the fourteenth century, revealing an instrumentalized use of po- 
etry in the field of theology as an academic discipline. Codicological 
elements in surviving manuscripts of principia highlight this interest in 
poetry and reproduce the ordinary practice from preaching, in which 
the versification is emphasized either by the use of red ink, when we 
are dealing with fancy copies, or by a division into branches in which to 
each verse is devoted an entire line. 


Protestatio 


'The protestatio is a public and solemn oath that the bachelor took in 
front of his audience. The bachelor expressed his commitment not to 
disapprove of, criticize, or offend the Church, the faith, the University, 
his magistri, or his fellow bachelors of the Sentences during the de- 
bate. Occasionally the protestatio was followed by a sort of excusatio, 
in which the authors likewise declared that any case of error by a slip 
of the tongue or out of ignorance or misunderstanding would be invol- 
untary, not an intentional attack, and should be taken as unsaid. The 
protestatio should be viewed as a control mechanism introduced by the 
university for the members to have a legal basis and a formal engagement 
to avoid academic condemnation. In other words, the protestatio serves 
to regulate doctrinal radicality, maintain decorum, and ensure respect 
among scholars. Several of the papers in this book discuss the principial 
protestatio and highlight the universal use of this academic oath in the 
practice of principial debates in all faculties of theology throughout Eu- 
rope. The clearest testimony to this obligation is found in the statutes of 
the faculties of theology of Bologna and Vienna, both of which explain 
the nature of this requirement.?? 'The custom endured through time, 
among the first witnesses being a sort of protestatio at the start of the 


KINK, Geschichte der kaiserlichen Universität zu Wien, p. 102: “Item quod in 
decisione questionum in disputacionibus et in principijs sentenciarum ac in al- 
ijs actibus publicis in aula premitti debeant protestaciones laudabilis, quibus 
protestentur dictos actus facturi, quod non intendunt dicere, ymmo intendunt 
non dicere aliquid, quod sit contra fidem, contra determinacionem Sancte Matris 
Ecclesie aut quod cedat in fauorem articulum Parisius aut hic condemnatorum 
aut quod sit contra doctrinam sanam, contra bonos mores aut quouis modo offen- 
dat pias aures; et si aliquod illorum contingeret, lapsu lingue aut inaduertencia 
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written version of Bonaventure's questions on book II of the Sentences. 


According to the surviving examples, the protestatio appears already in 
fully developed form at both Paris and Oxford in the early 1330s.9! The 
secondary literature occasionally mentions the sentential protestatio, but 
the best-documented study on this topic is only available in Czech.® 
To judge from the fluctuation in the form and style of the protesta- 
tiones that survive in writing, the bachelors themselves accorded differ- 
ent levels of significance to this exercise. Protestationes are formulaic 
oaths mixing legal and juridical terms to cover and to protect bache- 
lors from potential accusations of heresy. To go from one extreme to 
another, often there is no trace of a protestatio, on occasion one reads 
the mere word protestatio or protestationes where one would expect to 
find the text (as in Henry Totting of Oyta, in Oxford, Balliol College, 
246, f. 169ra, and Paris, BnF, lat. 15895, f. 130rb), or sometimes we run 
into very telegraphic or abbreviated protestationes. This last type is es- 
pecially the case for the protestationes in the second, third, and fourth 
principia, since once the first protestatio was delivered orally, or at least 
written, sometimes the bachelors did not waste any effort on the other 
three, or preserved space in the written version, and merely repeated the 
first protestatio in shortened form, for example “I take the protestatio as 


aut alia quacunque occasione seu causa, quod dicent, se ex illo pro nunc reuo- 

care, retractare, exponere, declarare uelle ad ordinacionem Facultatis Theoloyce 

huius Studij Wyennensis.” 
99 See the analysisof P.W. ROSEMANN, The Story of a Great Medieval Book: Peter 
Lombard's Sentences (Rethinking the Middle Ages, 2), Toronto 2007, pp. 70-72. 
These are the protestationes of Arnold of Clermont (summer 1333) and Richard 
Kilvington (1332-1333), edited in DUBA, SCHABEL, The Rise of a New Genre of 
Scholastic Disputation. Paris is well documented later, but for Oxford see, for 
example, A.E. LARSEN, The School of Heretics. Academic Condemnation at the 
University of Oxford, 1277-1409, Leiden 2011, pp. 11, 143, 232-233. 
I am grateful to Dusan Coufal for sending me a copy of his paper, which I 
was only able to read using machine translation: D. COUFAL, “Od prisahy ke 
konfesi a zpet? Universzitni protestace v pozdnim stredoveku a jeji promena ve 
Viklefove a husitskem mysleni," in Husitske reformace. Promena kulturniho kodu 
v. 15 stoleti, ed. P. CERMANOVA, P. SOUKUP, Prague 2019, pp. 22-68. Some 
of his new insights have been published recently in English: D. COUFAL, “From 
Oath to Confession and Back? Protestatio in the Late Middle Ages, and Its 
Transformation in the Thought of Wyclif and the Hussites,” in Wycliffism and 
Hussitism: Methods of Thinking, Writing and Persuasion, c. 1360 — c. 1460, ed. 
K. GuosH, P. SOUKUP, Turnhout 2021, pp. 157-177, and in the same volume 
the consideration of Jan Huss's protestatio by HOENEN, “Ideas, Institution, and 
Public Scandal," at pp. 59-61. 
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given here "DÜ See the example in the principium of John of Wasia, who 
read the Sentences in Paris in 1376-1377, transmitted only in Erfurt, 
CA 2? 110: the section of the text in which we would expect to find 
the first protestatio is missing in the codex, but the abbreviated version 
appears in book II, f. 6r, is repeated in book III, f. 9v, and again in book 
IV, f. 12r.64 

The testimony of the Augustinian Denys of Modena, who lectured 
at Paris in 1371-1372 and was a socius of Henry of Langenstein, is 
interesting as an example of a standardized formula compiling all the 
technical elements to protect the bachelor from the risk of condemnation. 
Perhaps it is an echo of a lost Parisian statute, since it contains some 
formulae, in bold here, that are also present in the statutes of Bologna 


and Vienna:5° 


I testify that in this act now, or in any other done by me in the 
future with the grace of God, I do not intend to say, rather 
I intend not to say, anything that is against the deter- 
mination of the holy Roman Church, or that is against the 
faith, or that is against good manners or offensive to pious ears, 
or even that results in support for the articles condemned at Paris 
by the reverend bishops and masters. And that if I say anything 
of the kind (God forbid), either from a slip of the tongue, or 
out of ignorance, or inadvertently, I annul, revoke, and consider 
it hereafter and from then on subjecting myself to the correction 
of the reverend masters and of all others to whom it belongs to 
correct those who fail in this way, being ready to revoke and to 
retract it at the request of anyone who kindly makes it known to 
me. I also testify that I intend to recite faithfully the statements 
of the reverend bachelors with whom, though unworthy and unde- 
serving, I am engaging in the cursus and to show reverence to all 
of them as my fathers and my masters.66 


$3 See the observation of V. MARCOLINO, “Der Augustinertheologe an der Uni- 
versitát Paris," in Gregor von Rimini. Werk und Wirkung bis zum Reforma- 
tion, ed. H.A. OBERMAN (Spátmittelalter und Reformation, 20), Berlin 1981, 
pp. 128-194, here p. 177. 

See M. BRÎNZEI, “From protestatio to gratiarum actio while becoming a Master 
of Theology," in Philosophie transformieren. Quellen für die Verwandlung des 
spatmittelalterlichen Wissens, ed. U. ZAHND, K. ENGEL, Leiden 2023 (Philo- 
sophical Historiographies) (forthcoming). 

I demonstrate this hypothesis in my forthcoming paper “From protestatio to 
gratiarum actio." 

DENIS DE MONTINA, Principium in Sententias, ed. Paris 1515 (not foliated): 
“Protestor enim quod in isto actu modo seu in alio quovis per me in posterum 
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During the fifteenth century, the surviving protestationes become more 
and more homogeneous in style, and personal references seem to be 
replaced according to an extremely uniform blueprint, to such an extent 
that the protestationes have the appearance of being copied from one 


bachelor to another. 


Heidelberg 


Antequam ulterius pro- 
gredior, sicut ne dum est 
laudabilis | consuetudi- 
nis, verum et michi fore 
necessarium existimo 
protestari in primis 
et ante omnia quam 
etiam  protestatio in 
sequentibus habere volo 
repetitam, videlicet: 
Quod in presenti actu 
nec non in quocumque 
alio per me fiendo, non 
intendo dicere aliquid 
quod sit contra fidem 
orthodoxam sacrosancte 
romane ecclesie, aut 
eius determinationem, 
aut contra bonos mores, 
aut quovis modo piarum 


Leipzig 


Expedito itaque primo 
principali huius ac- 
tus venio nunc ad 2, 


videlicet ad breuis 
quaestionis decisionem 
cum excusacionis 


protestacione. Graciose 
supportatus /p. 61/ 
de excusacione ante 
omnia protestor: Quod 
non est intencionis mee 
in praesenti actu uel 
in quouis alio per me 
deo duce in posterum 
fiendo quitquam as- 
serere, dogmatisare aut 
pertinaciter defend- 
ere, quod sit contra 
fidem katholicam, 
sacram scripturam sane 


Prague 


Antequam aliquid de 
ista questione dicam, 
protestationem laud- 
abilem premittam in 
scolis et actibus theo- 
logicis fieri consuetam. 
Protestor igitur quod 
nec in hoc actu, nec 
in quocumque alio im- 
posterum per me fiendo 
intendo aliquid dicere 
etc. Ista protestatione 
sic stante...9" 


67 


Dei gratia fiendo non intendo dicere, ymmo intendo non dicere, aliquid quod sit 
contra determinationem sancte Romane Ecclesie aut quod sit contra fidem vel 
quod sit contra bonos mores aut piarum aurium offensivum seu etiam quod cedat 
in favorem articulorum Parisius per reverendos episcopos et magistros condem- 
natorum. Quod si quid tale dixero (quod Deus avertat) sive ex lapsu lingue sive 
ex ignorantia vel ex inadvertentia, illud ex nunc prout ex tunc casso, revoco, et 
habeo pro non dicto, subiiciens me correctioni reverendorum magistrorum et om- 
nium aliorum ad quos spectat sic delinquentes corrigere, paratus illud revocare 
et retractare ad petitionem cuiuscumque michi caritative insinuantis. Protestor 
etiam quod dicta reverendorum bacchalariorum cum quibus, licet indignus et 
immeritus, concurro intendo fideliter recitare et omnibus eis velut patribus et 
magistris meis reverentiam exhibere." On the Sentences and the socii of Mode- 
na see M. BRÎNZEI, C. SCHABEL, “Henry of Langenstein's Principium on the 
Sentences, His Fellow Parisian Bachelors, and the Academic Year 1371-1372," 
Vivarium 58/4 (2020), pp. 335-346. 

See my edition in this book. 


offensivum. 

oppositum 
horum  con- 
tigerit, quod Deus 
per suam  piissimam 
misericordiam avertere 
dignetur, pro nunc ex 
tunc, et ex tunc pro 
nunc revoco, retracto, 
annull|o et pro non 


aurium 
Quod si 
alicuius 


dicto habeo paratus 
revocare, retractare ad 
insumationem caritati 


monitoris et precipue il- 
lius vel illorum, adquam 
vel ad quos pertinet 
huiusmodi deviantes, ad 
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intellectam, declara- 
cionem sacrosancte 
Romane ecclesie, com- 
munem intencionem 
sanctorum doctorum ab 
ecclesia approbatorum 
aut contra bonos mores 
aut quod sit quouis- 
modo piarum aurium 
offensiuum. Quod si 
aliquid talium ex mee 
intelligencie decliuitate, 
lapsu aut ex mea, quae 
magis in me viget, ig- 
norancia dixerim, hunc 
exunc prout extunc 
et extunc prout exunc 


viam reducere veritatis. reuoco et pro non dict 


Hac igitur laudabili habere volo, subiicio 
protestatione premissa me semper venera- 
sit hoc.’ bilium magistrorum 


meorum pie correccioni 
ac aliorum omnium 
emendacioni, quorum 
interest talitter errantes 
corrigere et ad viam 
reducere Veritatis.9? 


In the mid-fifteenth century, the Protestatio ad superiorem suum of 
Denys the Carthusian should probably be interpreted as a vestige of 
this old practice. This protestatio has been edited in a modern version 
as a sort of mini-treatise. "H 
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See Fiamma's appendix in this book. 

G. BUCHWALD, T. HERRLE, Redeakte bei Erwerbung der akademischen Grade 
an der Universitat Leipzig im 15. Jahrhundert aus Handschriften der Leipziger 
Universitätsbibliothek, Bergisch Gladbach 1921, pp. 60-61. 

See K. EMERY JR., *Denys the Carthusian on the Cognition of Divine Attributes 
and the Principal Name of God: A propos the Unity of a Philosophical Expe- 
rience," in Die Logik des Transzendentalen. Festschrift für Jan A. Aertsen, ed. 
M. PICKAVE (Miscellanea Mediaevalia, 30), Berlin-New York 2003, pp. 454—484, 
at p. 456. The text of this protestatio is edited in Monachi sacri ordinis Car- 
tusiensis (eds.), Doctoris ecstatici D. Dionysii Cartusiani (Opera omnia, 41), 
Montreuil-sur-Mer- Tournai-Parkminster 1912, pp. 625-626. 
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Academic Courtesy 


In addition to the protestatio, a sort of code of conduct can be discerned 
from these public controversies. One of the common norms seems to be 
politeness, courtesy dictated by the public nature of these performances. 
In principia, however, this deference often appears superficial, where the 
participants were motivated to express themselves in a contrary man- 
ner, with irony, sarcasm, and mockery, even by a certain exaggerated 
politesse. lt is hard to determine the real relationship between socii 
when an author refers to his colleague as amicus meus yet concludes 
that his friend is poorly equipped intellectually and defends absurd the- 
ses. For example, this is what Gracilis implies when he comments on his 
sparring partner's demonstrations: “I will refer to some of their reasons, 
although they are weak and frivolous evasive solutions.”’! The respect 
implied by the protestatio is rather replaced by irony and sarcasm, for 
pointing out the weaknesses of one's opponents helped highlighting one's 
own intellectual abilities. Even the use of the phrase magister meus was 
only a simple formula, quite often employed by bachelors; originally 
used to refer to fellow bachelors of theology who had obtained the rank 
of magister artium, by the later fourteenth century, it was applied indis- 
criminantly to fellow bachelors, including those mendicants who never 
obtained the title of master.” 

On the other hand, Modena's affection for his second Dominican socius 
seems genuine, and he highlights his reverence when he humbly recom- 
mends himself to Gambaldus Pinar de Ulugias de Aragonia as ‘straw in 
the wind’ (cui me humiliter recommendo, quia scio quod sum in con- 
spectu eius, sicut stipula ante ventum). Although exaggerated politesse 
or courtesy is a commonplace in principia, it is likely that Modena's 
rhetoric suggests some real affinity between the two fellows. A similar 
example can be read in Gracilis’ principia when he quips that “in truth, 
with all due respect to him, that gloss does not conform to his text"? 


"1 PETRUS GRACILIS, Principium I, ms. London, British Library, Royal MS 10 A I, 


f. 4r: “proferam ad rationes ipsorum quasdam licet debiles et frivolas solutiones 
evasivas." 

Pierre d'Ailly refers to his fellow as: nunc descendo ad collationem habendam 
cum duobus magistris meis reverendis (p. 35) one being Magistrum Gerardum 
(p. 35), and the others «Nicolaum de Mesereyo magistrum (p. 37). Some 
others are mentioned as: arguit magister Egidius (p. 63), respondet magister 
«Nicolaus tenendo (p. 94) etc. Cf. PETRUS DE ALLIACO, Questiones super 
primum, tertium et quartum librum Sententiarum, passim. 

PETRUS GRACILIS, Principium II, ms. London, British Library, Royal MS 10 A 
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For different attitudes described in greater detail see the portraits of 
Pierre d'Allouagne's socii discussed by William Duba."* 


Quaestio collativa and the Doctrinal Debate 


Whether or not there were thirteenth-century predecessors of the protes- 
tatio, an undeniable contribution of the fourteenth century to the tradi- 
tion of principia on the Sentences as a literary genre is the rise of the 
quaestio collativa. Where the other elements are preserved, the quaestio 
collativa is placed after the sermon and protestatio, if the protestatio is 
not placed just after the start of the quaestio. The question is usually in- 
troduced with the typical marker Utrum and is then developed following 
the pattern of a normal question from inside a Sentences commentary, 
with a series of arguments pro and contra developing a thesis apparently 
in connection with the themes of the particular book of the Sentences 
that was about to be read. 

In addition, since the principia did not cover a set text, bachelors 
were tempted to experiment and enabled to choose their questions from 
a much broader pool of topics, some of which had a fixed place else- 
where, some of which did not, for example ‘euthanasia’, whether one 
should prefer suicide to a long life of physical pain,’ whether God could 
create a better world than the one already in place," whether God can 
communicate to a creature the capacity of creating ex nihilo, whether 
the physical beauty of Jesus Christ and of Virgin Mary is something to 
praise," whether the intensity of a moral quality can be measured, or 
how intensively good or bad one can be. 


I, f. 5v: “Sed revera salva sua reverentia illa glosa non est textui conformis suo.” 
"^ Dusa, The Forge of Doctrine, pp. 76-117. 
See for example the debate between Jean de Mirecourt and his socius discussed 
by C. SCHABEL, M. BrRiNZEI, “Better off Dead: The Latitude of Human Misery 
in the Oxford Replicationes of the Dominican Robert Holcot and the Parisian 
Principia of the Cistercians Jean de Mirecourt and Pierre Ceffons," in A Question 
of Life and Death. Living and Dying in Medieval Philosophy. Actes of the XXIII 
Annual Colloquium of the SIEPM University of Leuven 11-12 October 2018, 
ed. J.M. COUNET (Rencontres de Philosophie Médiévale, 26), Turnhout 2021, 
pp. 145-184, here pp. 158-170. 
See principial debate in Gaudet’s notebooks as presented in this volume by 
C. Schabel. 
See my forthcoming volume on Langenstein's principia: Homo est microcosmos. 
Henry of Langenstein's seminal ideas in public display with an edition of his 
principium from Paris (1370-1375). 
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One can also identify some general trends. For example, in Paris 
in the period 1350-1380 the stage was dominated by the influence of 
Oxonian philosophy and the use of the theory of the intension of forms 
and the perfection of species, particularly when it applies to ethics. At 
the same time the bachelors were preoccupied with predestination and 
determinism, and another common thread revolved around the issue of 
Deum esse and Deum non esse. At the University of Vienna after 1420 
one witnesses an obsession over whether a creature can create or whether 
God can transmit to created being the ability to create out of nothing.” 
'This focus also spread to the University of Heidelberg, as witnessed by 
the discussions gathered in manuscript Città del Vaticano, Biblioteca 
Apostolica Vaticana, Pal. lat. 370, a sort of rapularius of principial and 
other academic exercise from the fifteenth century.” 

Besides the interest in specific topics, the principial questions differ in 
style from those in a Sentences commentary. It appears that bachelors 
qua principiaturi, as they are called from the beginning of the fifteenth 
century, tended to adopt a more sophisticated persona and embrace more 
complicated formulae. For example, it is striking to notice the difference 
in tone between the principia of James of Eltville (Paris, 1369-1370), 
especially as reflected in the section with the dispute with his socii, and 
the remainder of his Sentences commentary, which is rather conservative 
dogmatically.®° 

Despite these differing tones, some theologians, such as Henry of Lan- 
genstein, recycled passages from their principia verbatim in their Sen- 
tences lectures and written commentaries. This tendency may have been 
prevalent, but our investigation is hampered by the fact we often have 
only the principia or only the commentaries. If we find more texts for 
comparison, we might find that in reading Sentences for a junior audi- 
ence the bachelors took a more standardized, traditional approach, stay- 
ing within a classical doctrinal framework, while in their principia dispu- 
tations they became more creative in an effort to make good impression 


78 A corpus of circa 20 principia survive from Vienna and they are under investi- 


gation now in the framework of the ERC project DEBATE. 

For the rapularius see BRiNZEI, “Introduction,” in The Rise of am Academic 
Elite: Deans, Masters, and Scribes at the University of Vienna before 1400, ed. 
M. BRÎNZEI (Studia Sententiarum, 6), Turnhout 2022, pp. 1-19. 

M. BRÎNZEI, “When Theologians Play Philosopher: a Lost Confrontation be- 
tween James of Eltville and his socii on the Perfection of Species and its Infinite 
Latitude," in The Cistercian James of Eltville (T 1393). Author in Paris and 
Authority in Vienna, ed. M. BRINZEI, C. SCHABEL (Studia Sententiarum, 3), 
Turnhout 2018, pp. 43-77. 
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on the audience, which included more advanced bachelors and masters. 
'This would explain the use of different vocabulary to express the same 
concept, the main justification for which seems to be the different oral 
contexts in which the texts originated.?! This can be illustrated by the 
following case, where Langenstein uses vigor in his principia for the 
common and classical concept of causa in the body of his questions on 
the Sentences: 


HENRICUS DE LANGENSTEIN, 
Principium I, 
art. 1, pars 2, mat. 1, concl. 9. 


Nona conclusio. Vigor naturaliter 
activus omnium remoto impedimen- 
to ex parte passi et applicationis 
quantumlibet remisse suum posse ex- 
ercere et intelligitur etiam absque 


HENRICUS DE LANGENSTEIN, 
Qu. s. Sententias, 
ed. Damerau, p. 63 


Octava propositio: causa naturali- 
ter activa omnium remoto omni im- 
pedimento ex parte passi et appli- 
cationis quantumlibet remisse, posse 
suum exercere absque hoc, quod re- 


sui remissione. Patet, quia in in- mittatur intrinsece. Patet, quia in 
finitum remisse potest divinus vigor infinitum remisse potest Deus con- 
concurere in conproductione effectus, currere in producendo. 

igitur cum nichil potest ultra quam 

Deus producit habetur intentum. 


Langenstein is by no means the only theologian who has been discov- 
ered to recycle portions of his principia inside his Sentences commen- 
tary, or even in another writing. Chris Schabel has already highlighted 
the cases of the Franciscan Gerald Odonis (Paris, 1327-1328)*? and the 
Carmelite Paul of Perugia (Paris, 1344-1345).% The critical edition of 
Pierre d'Ailly's principia demonstrates how the future chancellor of the 
University of Paris employed the same text verbatim in his principia 
and in his vesperiis, since in his first principium 148 lines in the mod- 
ern edition show up word-for-word in the vesperies.?4 Jean Gerson, a 
disciple of Pierre d'Ailly, never even bothered to prepare his Sentences 


5! [study this situation in greater detail in my forthcoming Homo est microcosmos. 


Henry of Langenstein's Seminal Ideas on Public Display. 

C. SCHABEL, “The Sentences Commentary of Gerardus Odonis, OFM,” Bulletin 
de philosophie médiévales 46 (2004), pp. 115-161, at pp. 127-128 and 140. 

C. SCHABEL, “The Sentences Commentary of Paul of Perugia, O.Carm., with 
an Edition of His Question on Divine Foreknowledge," Recherches de Théologie 
et Philosophie Médiévales 77 (2005), pp. 54-112 at 58, 63, 72, 88. 

PETRUS DE ALLIACO, Questiones super primum, tertium et quartum librum Sen- 
tentiarum. Principia et questio circa prologum, ed. M. BRiNZEI (Corpus Chris- 
tianorum Continuatio Mediaevalis, 258), Turnhout 2013, pp. 29-34, 1. 748-896. 
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commentary for publication as such, although he must have read the 
Sentences at Paris in the early of the 1390s. Nevertheless, many of Ger- 
son's small treatises appear to be recycled fragments of questions from 
his Sentences lectures, and in at least one case, his well-known trea- 
tise De vita spirituali animae, which happens to contain some verbatim 
passages from Pierre d'Ailly's principia, the text displays various tech- 
nical elements that lead one to suspect that the treatise resulted from 
Gerson's principial lectures.®° 

If this practice of reusing bits of text from principia in the body 
of other writings was current among bachelors of theology, this might 
be one reason why we do not have even more surviving principia qua 
principia.96 


Dialogue and Oral Exchanges 


One of the most fascinating parts of the quaestio collativa is the dia- 
logue between the socii. The vocabulary designating the participants 
in the principia evolves over time. In Paris the bachelors assigned to 
read the Sentences together in the same academic year call each other 
socii, often referring to each other as socius meus. In Vienna, the term 
principiaturus is used from the beginning of the fifteenth century for 
the person about to begin, and the verb principiare indicates the action 
of defending the principia. The Viennese terminology is embraced by 
other universities, so one finds principiaturus in Heidelberg and Leipzig 
quite often in the fifteenth century." As Wojciech Baran points out in 
this book, in Cracow the term socius is absent and is replaced by the 
formula magister concurrens. 

'The use of dialogue to present the confrontation between two socii 
is evidence of orality. It is not a conversation with the public, as in 
medieval literary texts, but principia report exchanges between scholars, 
the socii. This type of back-and-forth should be understood as rounds of 
responsiones that generate replicationes that are performed in different 
acts, for which a medieval formula was developed, libido arguendi, a 
term used in the early principia debate between the Benedictine Pierre 


55 thank Christophe Grellard for the opportunity to explore this case in his EPHE 


seminar in 2021-2022. 

Given that this was a practice developed during a few centuries and was shared 
by all the Faculties of Theology from Europe, we can count under 100 complete 
principia that survived. 

BUCHWALD, HERRLE, Redeakte bei Erwerbung der Akademischen Grade an der 
Universitàt, passim. 
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Roger (later Clement VI) and the Franciscan Francis of Meyronnes in 
Paris in 1320-1321.55 By libido arguendi they meant the succession of 
arguments pro, contra, answer to the contra, answer to the answer to the 
contra — arguing for the sake of arguing. This is common in principia, 
unlike in questions on the Sentences, where one usually finds pro and 
contra arguments not in rapid-fire exchanges in dialogue form. Palémon 
Glorieux used the French verb escrimer to depict how the bachelors 
defended their theses.9? Not only does this verb evoke the image of a 
real duel, but it reflects all the effort that the doctrinal fencers invested 
in bolstering their contrary positions. This type of confrontation is 
omnipresent and requires special attention, because in editing principia 
one must highlight or signpost the exchange between two candidates to 
keep track of who is speacking and of the subtle shifts in the development 
of a thesis. 

Beyond such back-and-forth exchanges, the bachelors also referred 
to each other's theses as a whole, whether from a previous principial 
confrontation or from earlier in the same event. The references can be 
quite precise, with the respondens socius providing accurate information 
about where a thesis was presented, for example indicating the specific 
number of the article, conclusion, and/or corollary of the conclusion 
that he is attacking. This practice is especially useful when the targeted 
thesis does not survive, because it allows us to map out the structure 
of a lost principium.?! Sometimes we find the complaint that a socius 


55 This formula is used by one of the socii of Francis of Mayronis, see FRANÇOIS 


DE MEYRONNES, PIERRE ROGER, Disputatio (1320-1321), ed. BARBET, p. 99: 
“Ista sunt arguta per istos venerabiles socios. Salva tamen venerabilum sociorum 
reverentia, ista videntur michi arguta sola libidine arguendo.” 

It is worth reproducing here Glorieux's view: “Chacun, à tour de rôle, pro- 
posait aprés sa présentation du livre des Sentences, une question sur laquelle 
s’éscrimaient alors tous les autres, quitte à se voir pris à partie le lendemain 
ou quelque jour de la semaine ou de la quinzaine suivante, par un autre de ses 
collègues” GLORIEUX, “Jean de Falisca: La formation d'un maitre," p. 42. 

For a larger discussion on this see M. BRÎNZEI, “New Evidence for Nicholas 
Aston's Principia on the Sentences: Basel, UB, A X 24," Chora 18-19 (2020-21), 
pp. 601-616, at 606-608. 

JOHANNES DE MIRECURIA, Principium II, ms. Lilienfeld, Zisterzienserstift, ms. 
148, f. 152rb: “Contra istam solutionem arguo primo, quia venerabilis socius 
posuit mihi quod ego non cepi maiorem suam, sed dimisi eandem, scilicet ‘nisi 
ad vitandum contemptum Dei’ Sine dubio non recordor utrum proferendo prin- 
cipium meum protulerim istam maiorem sine illo addito vel cum illo addito, 
sed bene scio quod ego tradidi in scripto venerabili socio, et apparet in 
quaterno suo, et erat intentionis mee hoc in voce protulisse.” 
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did not respond to arguments, or that no opportunity to respond was 
available, as we read in Jean of Mirecourt's remarks about his exchange 
with his Benedictine socius in his principia.?? 

It is worth reproducing here a passage from an illuminating exchange 
between Pierre Gracilis and one of his socii. Gracilis read the Sentences 
in Paris in the same academic year as Pierre d'Ailly, 1377-1378. His 
confrontation with one of his socii reflects all the technical elements of 
such a debate. The topic of the discussion is the nature of divine creation 
and whether it is necessarily or contingent. Gracilis provides detailed 
information about his opponent's position, fastidiously specifying the 
place whence the argument came, such as the third corollary of the 
second conclusion of the second article of one of the principia of his 
socius: 


Quarto ex dictis infero contra eundem quod licet hec sit possibilis: 
‘Verbum omnem creaturam producit independenter’ tamen hec est 
impossibilis: ‘Verbum agit ad extra necessario et non contingen- 
ter' — satis patet per dicta. Verum, quod oppositum tertii mei 
corollarii ponit dictus pater in secunda conclusione secundi 
articuli dicens: ‘Impossibile est Deum tot creaturas per se ipsum 
vel mediante creatura producere in esse, quot in essentia divina 
ydealiter representari est necesse. Et hoc probat multum effi- 
caciter sic: 'quia infinitas creaturas representari in essentia divina 


9? JOHANNES DE MIRECURIA, Principium III, ms. Lilienfeld, Zisterzienserstift, ms. 


148, f. 256rb: “In principio meo primo arguebam contra venerabilem socium quod 
aliquis extra caritatem posset operari bene moraliter, mereri remissionem penae 
temporalis satisfacte pro peccato, disponere se ad gratiam. Et hoc concessit in 
principio suo secundo, quia ponit quod homo non posset sine gratia. Et ideo in 
principio meo secundo inquaesivi quae esset illa gratia, et argui contra eum di- 
ffuse. Et ad argumenta mea non respondit, nec de illa materia misit mihi aliquid 
scriptum. Et ideo, quia credo quod hoc non fecit sine causa, nolui plus de ista ma- 
teria contra ipsum replicare.” Principium IV, ms. Lilienfeld, Zisterzienserstift, 
ms. 148, f. 292ra: "Illud patet per venerabilem socium, qui de illa materia po- 
suit 6 conclusiones in suo tertio principio et probavit per certas rationes. Contra 
conclusiones illas arguebam in tertio principio meo et per 16 media principalia. 
Ad quae [ad exp.] argumenta respondit in suo quarto principio. Sine dubio nul- 
lum argumentum meum videtur mihi — cum reverentia loquor — esse solutum, 
et libenter contra solutiones datas replicassem. Sed ex hoc «quod^» venerabilis 
socius [inv. o. cl non habet aliud principium facere, scripsit mihi quod non plus 
replicarem ne pro solutionibus argumentorum haberet iterato laborare. Et ideo, 
acquiescendo sibi, propono pro nunc solum solvere rationes suas per quas in ter- 
tio principio suo probavit 6 conclusiones praedictas. Verum est quod materiam 
istam non tractavi a proposito nisi solum contra ipsum arguendo usque nunc. 
Sed intentionis meae est tractare radicem istius difficultatis continue usque ad 
finem lecturae.” 
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est necesse ydealiter, et impossibile est ipsum infinitas creaturas 
producere, igitur. Respondetur negando secundam partem an- 
tecedentis, quia oppositum probavi in mea conclusione, et videtur 
quod assumat quod deberet probare sine alia probatione. Item 
predictus pater posuit oppositum secundi corollarii per me 
illati contra ipsum in tertio corollario prime conclusio- 
nis secundi articuli, dicens formaliter in prima parte illius sic: 
"Necesse est quamlibet creaturam a Deo produci vel emanari. Et 
pro probatione illius dicit quod id patet ex fide. Cui respondeo 
/5r/ quod fides magis dicit oppositum quam propositum. Posset 
enim ex fide faciliter deduci creaturam a Deo contingenter produci 
seu emanari et non necessario, ut ipse dicit. Credo tamen ipsum 
habere bonum intellectum. Et posset illud reduci contra primum 
dictum suum sic: necesse est quamlibet creaturam a Deo produci, 
ergo Deus quamlibet creaturam necessario producit, ergo possibile 
est Deum tot creaturas producere in esse «quot» [quod] in es- 
sentia divina representari est necesse. Tenet prima consequentia 
a passiva ad activam. Et secunda patet, quia a necesse sequitur 
possibile. Et hec contra istum patrem sint dicta.?? 


As one can see, the dialogue form is extremely rich in significance for 
identifying passages of lost texts. In many cases the dialogue itself is 
nourished by or entirely created out of extensive verbatim quotations 
from the opponent. This structure allows us to isolate bits of text that 
are otherwise lost, perhaps even passages that never circulated outside 
of the scraps of paper distributed among the socii, and very often that 
are our only source for those authors. Surviving principia are normally 
texts by one author, but they can contain dialogue with up to nine socii, 
of whom, in most cases, nothing else has come down to us. In these in- 
stances, studying a dialogue reported through the lens of one of the 
witnesses to the discussion can recover isolated words and ideas of lost 
authors, sometimes enough to draw a rudimentary doctrinal portrait of 
these forgotten theologians.°4 These principia thus communicate frag- 
ments of lost texts and provide us with a cache of new materials for 
investigating and mapping in more colourful detail the geography of 
knowledge in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. 


°3 PETRUS GRACILLIS, Principium I, ms. London, British Library, Royal MS 10 A 


I, ff. 4v—5r. 

See the portrait of Onofrio de Florence dressed up following this methodology in 
M. BRÎNZEL, “Nouveaux témoignages sur les textes perdus d’Onofre de Florence 
OESA (1336-1403), bachelier en théologie à Paris," Archives d'histoire doctrinale 
et littéraire du Moyen Age 87 (2020), pp. 59-86. 
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Jean Corbechon, for example, the famous collaborator and chaplain of 
King Charles V of France, is well known for his activities as a translator; 
indeed, his only surviving texts are his translations, despite his career in 
the Faculty of Theology at Paris.99 Principia shed considerable light on 
Corbechon's intellectual profile and his biography, informing us that he 
read the Sentences in the academic year 1369-1370 as socius of James 
of Eltville and Jean Regis, who both refer to Corbechon explicitly in 
their principia. Principia on the Sentences from this year are extant in 
just two manuscripts, Paris, BnF, lat. 15115 and Jena, UT, 47, but that 
is sufficient for us to attribute some theological theses to Corbechon by 
reconstructing the dialogues in which he engaged with his socii. Corbe- 
chon is not an exceptional case, because this possibility of resurrection 
applies in the majority of principia where socii are named. 

'The example of John of Wasia, a German student who lectured on 
the Sentences at Paris in 1376-1377, offers some quantitative evidence. 
Wasia's principia survive in the manuscript Erfurt, Univ. Bibl., CA 2. 
110, ff. 1r-5r (Principium I), 5v-9r (Principium Il), 9r-11v (Principium 
III), 12r-15v (Principium IV), in which some ideas of his socii are 
listed. During an exchange with one of them, the totally unknown but 
apparently very dynamic Dominican Radulphus de Bonavilla,?" the socii 
debated how infinitely intense the habitual grace of Christ was. Wasia 
summarizes their confrontation and specifies the context: 


This was the first corollary of the fourth conclusion of the first 
article in my first principium. In his first principium my venerable 
father and special lord friar Raoul de Bonneville of the Order of 
Preachers posited formal opposite with respect to the first part of 
the corollary, arguing against my corollary with eight very powerful 
arguments.?* 


95 C. HERFRAY-REY, Jean Corbechon, traducteur de Barthélémy l'Anglais (1372), 
diplóme d'archiviste paléographe, École nationale des chartes, Paris 1944. 
G. VEYSSEYRE, “Le Livre des propriétés des choses de Jean Corbechon, livre 
VI, ou la vulgarisation d'une encyclopédie latine," in Science Translated: Latin 
and Vernacular Translations of Scientific Treatises in Medieval Europe, ed. 
M. GOYENS, P. DE LEEMANS, A. SMETS (Mediaevalia Lovaniensia), Leuven 
2008, pp. 331-359. 

Luciana Cioca is curently transcribing there principia for a forthcoming publi- 
cation. COURTENAY, "Theological Bachelors at Paris on the Eve of the Papal 
Schism," pp. 934—943. 

G.G. MEERSSEMAN, “Etudes sur l'ordre des fréres Précheurs au début du 
Grand Schisme," Archivum Fratrum Praedicatorum 26 (1956), pp. 192—248, at 
pp. 218-219, 221, 227, 230. SULLIVAN, Licentiates I, pp. 15, 91-92. 

98 JOHANNES DE WASIA, Principium II, Erfurt, Univ. Bibl., CA 2. 110, f. 6r: “Istud 
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After this statement, Wasia lists in great detail and probably verbatim 
the eight arguments of Radulphus, valuable textual traces from an oth- 
erwise forgotten Dominican theologian. At the end of the list, Wasia 
authenticates the source of the arguments by adding: Hec ille. Istis 
adductis pro positione sua et contra correlarium meum. Then Wasia 
launches his counter-attack, which occupies almost an entire folio in the 
manuscript. 

Principial dialogues inform us about relationships between scholars 
and prosopographical details, such as the name, place of origin, and af- 
filiation of a socius (religious order or secular college, such as Navarre 
or Sorbonne). The example of Denys of Modena is instructive when he 
introduces Gombald Pinar de Ulugia: contra reverendum bacchalarium 
et patrem meum fratrem Gombaldum legentem ordinarie in scolis inge- 
nioribus fratrum predicatorum.9? Denys is equally verbose in describing 
Galerand of Pendref: ponit reverendus bacchalarius et magister meus, 
magister Galeranus de venerabili Collegio Navare.! When other sig- 
nificant information is known, such as an office, it can be attached to 
the author's name, as happens when Jean Regis presents his royal socius 
as magister Richardus de Bellomonte, secretarius Regine Francie. 

'The flipside is that we find authors who are much more reticent about 
their socii, either introducing them with a neutral formula such as reve- 
rendus baccalarius et magister meus or, in the case of a mendicant, monk, 
or canon regular, reverendus frater or simply pater, or giving just the ini- 
tial of the socius. Sometimes we are given just the affiliation without the 
name, as is often the case with Étienne Gaudet's notes from principia, 
discussed in this book by Chris Schabel, where we find simple references 
to Bernardista, Carmelita, Cordiger, and so on. In these situations, our 
ability to identify the author behind such an elliptic denomination is 


fuit primum correlarium quarte conclusionis primi articuli in primo principio 
meo. Cuius oppositum in forma quoad primam partem correlarii posuit in primo 
principio suo venerabilis pater meus et dominus specialis frater Radulphus de 
Bona Villa ordinis Predicatorum, arguens contra correlarium meum 8 rationibus 
multum vigorosis.” (Transcribed by L. Cioca within the framework of the ERC 
project DEBATE.) 

About Golbandum see BRÎNZEI, SCHABEL, “A Principium of Henry of Langen- 
stein, His Fellow Parisian Bachelors," p. 337. 

About “Epilogue: Commentaries on the Sentences in Paris around 1370,” in 
Philosophical Psychology in late Medieval Commentaries on Peter Lombard’s 
Sentences. Actes of the XIVth Annual Symposium of the S.I. E.P.M. Nijmegen 
28-30 October 2009, ed. M. BRiNZEI, C. SCHABEL (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 21), Turnhout 2020, pp. 407—430, here pp. 413, 423-425. 
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rather limited, especially when chronological data is lacking, a source of 
deep frustration for the modern researcher. 

To conclude, one of the most exciting aspects of studying principia 
as an independent object of research is their potential to reveal unique 
information about unexplored authors, and in the best cases along with 
substantial vestiges of their otherwise non-existing texts. Famous per- 
sonalities, occupied in administrative pursuits for Church or State, were 
often unwilling or unable to care for the posterity of their thought or 
writings from their education, even if they reached the pinnacle of lec- 
turing on the Sentences at Paris. Principia allow us to reconstruct not 
only entire cohorts of sententiarii, as William J. Courtenay proves in 
this book, but also their philosophical and theological positions, which 
may be original and unique. Their study enriches out knowledge of the 
variety and diversity of philosophical thought in the later Middle Ages. 


Logic Games 


One more specific characteristic of the principial dialogue involves the 
tools used in these doctrinal exchanges. Although the statutes of the 
Parisian Faculty of Theology from 136619! insisted on the limited use of 
logic and of philosophical sources in theology, the reality as reflected in 
the principial debates appears rather different. Dialogue was employed 
as a philosophical device in pursuit of the true, reasonable, and coherent, 
but also to demonstrate the invalidity of the opponent's position. In 
the exchange, the use of logic became a martial art, with logic itself a 
weapon to attack the theses of a socius. This logical combat encouraged 
the belligerents to play with syllogistic rules, with the principle of non- 
contradiction, or with the deductive theory of consequentia. The target 
was always to prove that the idea of a fellow bachelor was somehow 
wrong. An entire study could be devoted to the use of fallacies within 
the framework of principial debates, since logic was highly performed to 
attack.'°? Socii also denounce tautological form of a reason, (and after 
such a demonstration it is easy to conclude (ergo solutio nulla). 


10! As discussed by J. VERGER, “La première grande réforme de l'université de Paris 


(5 juin 1366)," Commentaire 141 (2013), 147-154. J. VERGER, *La premiére ré- 
formation générale de l'université de Paris (1366)," in Académie des Inscriptions 
et Belles-Lettres. Comptes rendus des séances de l'année 2011 juillet-octobre, 
1229-1251. 

See some examples discussed in M. BRÎNZEI, “Nouveaux témoignages sur les 
textes perdus d'Onofre de Florence,” pp. 73-74 and 75-76. 
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Gratiarum actio 


Modern scholars are accustomed to find in the first or last footnote of an 
article, at the beginning of a book, or at the start of a PhD dissertation 
a well-known section called “acknowledgments.” Sometimes following a 
history of the path toward publication or completion of the study, this 
textual unit is where the author thanks those who helped, supported, or 
otherwise shared the labor on the path to the final product. This prac- 
tice echos what we often find at the end of principia, the gratiarum actio 
or, as it is sometimes labelled, regratiatio. This moment of saying grace 
should not be confused with the prayer or chant at the end of religious 
services (gratiarum actio post missam) or at the end of a monastic meal, 
but it might be rooted in this liturgical practice. It reflects a moment 
of interaction with the audience, which was probably performed at the 
end of each principium, similar to but also different from that delivered 
in the sermo finalis.” The act of giving thanks after the principia is 
widespread in the texts surviving from the fifteenth century,!°* but it 
was probably a standard feature of the oral performance earlier as well. 
Not many examples have come down to us from the fourteenth century, 
perhaps because, somewhat like the protestatio, its uniformity was not 
deemed worth recording. In fact, we do find some traces of the practice 
in Paris from the second half of the fourteenth century, in the case of 
the principia of John Hiltalingen of Basel, who read the Sentences in 
1368-1369. His textual testimony appears to be abbreviated and com- 
posed as a patchwork of biblical quotes, but is significant proof that this 
custom was common before the fifteenth century.!% In 1377-1378, Peter 


103 On sermo finalis see A. CORBINI, “Pierre de Ceffons et l'instruction dans l'Ordre 


Cistercien: quelques remarques," in Philosophy and Theology in the Studia of 
the Religious Orders and at Papal and Royal Courts, ed. K. EMERY, JR., 
W.J. COURTENAY, S.M. METZGER (Rencontres de Philosophie Médiévale, 15) 
Turnhout 2012, pp. 549-574, edition at pp. 568-574; W.O. DUBA, “Masters and 
Bachelors at Paris in 1319: The lectio finalis of Landolfo Caracciolo, OFM,” in 
Schüler und Meister, ed. A. SPEER, T. JESCHKE (Miscellanea Mediaevalia, 39), 
Berlin 2016, pp. 315-365 edition Schabel and Duba pp. 366-370; C. SCHABEL 
“The Victorine Pierre Leduc's Collationes," pp. 237-334 edition at 261—262. Wo- 
jciech Baran is currently working on some lectiones finales from the Facutly of 
'Theology at Cracow. 

As has been observed by U. ZAHND, “Der Dank und die Meister. Anmerkun- 
gen zu einigne gratiarum actiones spätmittelalterlicher Sentenzenlesungen,” in 
Schüller und Meister, ed. A. SPEER, T. JESCHKE (Miscellanea Mediaevalia, 39), 
Berlin 2016, pp. 81-105, at 83-84. 

IOHANNES DE BASILEA OESA, Principium I: “Dicamus ergo magistro Petro cum 
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of Gracilis seems to wax poetic when he delivers his public appreciation 
for those who contributed to his lecture: 


Ut pro gratiarum actione ad tam utilem doctorem, scilicet magistrum Petrum, 
nos convertamus utendo verbis Prosperi scribentis beato Augustino patri 
nostro ac dicentis: 
Ave pater et doctor Ecclesie sancte Dei 
Ave eiusdem splendor et fundamentum 
Ave columpna mundi genus sapientie, archa nove et antique legis 
Ave principiorum virga puellarum norma, coniugatorum magister vid- 
uarum dux cunctorum vita 
Ave grammaticorum liber, logicorum veritas, philosophorum via rethorico- 
rum calamus, astrologorum laus, medicorum sanitas, theologorum pro- 
funditas. 
Ave hereticorum gladius Iudeorum lancea paganorum stimulus Christiano- 
rum clipeus et cunctorum protector et auxiliator in tempore tribula- 
tionis cuius auxilium in veritatis acquisitione nobis concedat Christus. 


Amen.196 


In the gratiarum actio, the bachelor finishing his Sentences lectures 
shows publicly his gratitude to his institutions (the Church and the 
University), to Peter Lombard himself, to all the masters and students 
who attended his principial lecture and debate, and to his socii, who 
in a sense shared the stage with him. In this book, Andrea Fiamma's 
paper discusses a very interesting case of a gratiarum actio from the 
University of Heidelberg, which illustrates quite clearly how important 
principia were as events in the life of the university, so much so that 
the deans and representatives of the faculties of arts, medicine, and law 
attended the spectacle. In front of this erudite and prestigious public, 
the bachelor of theology acknowledged their presence, which honored 
him, putting him in their debt. In the passage reproduced just above, 
Gracilis’ praise of other disciplines, such as grammar, logic, rhetoric, 


gratiarum actione: Signatum est super nos lumen vultus tui, Psalmo 4. Immo 
quilibet studens theologiae dicat sibi illud Psalmi 16: De vultu tuo iudicium 
meum, prodeat. Nec mirum, quia oculi tui vident aequitatem, quia propheta af- 
flatus spiritu promisit sibi dicens Psalmo 50: Laetificabis eum in gaudio cum 
vultu, hic in gratia et in futuro per gloriam. Quod nobis concedat, qui sine 
fine etc? IOHANNES DE BASILEA OESA, Lectura Super Quattuor Libros Senten- 
tiarum, Super Primum Librum, vol. I ed. V. MARCOLINO, coop. M. BRÎNZEI, 
C. OSER-GROTE (Cassiciacum-Supplementband 20), Würzburg 2016, p. 128. 
PETRUS GRACILIS, Principium I, ms. London, British Library, Royal MS 10 A 
D f3r 
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and medicine suggests that in Paris as well the performance of principia 
was open to members from other disciplines. 


The principia on the Sentences were complex and sophisticated aca- 
demic exercises that require a detailed guide to be deciphered. The 
written heritage of these oral performances enables us to discover new 
perspectives on the philosophical and theological tendencies of the four- 
teenth and fifteenth centuries, providing a snapshot of the current pre- 
occupations in terms of doctrine. Principia constituted a fascinating 
genre that produced philosophical knowledge via dialogue and perfor- 
mance, with the additional goal of entertaining a wide but learned pub- 
lic. Because of their dialogue form, Principia are also fertile sources to 
unearth new texts that are otherwise lost, new authors who are other- 
wise forgotten. Principia fostered contexts of discussion that encour- 
aged innovation in thought and freedom of expression, although when 
the bachelors endorsed extreme or radical ideas it led to condemnation. 
Before the audience and the authorities, at the beginning of each prin- 
cipium, the bachelors swore not to contradict the truth of the faith, or 
to oppose the Church or the university, or to go against the masters of 
the faculty, or to abuse their socii. At the end of this academic perfor- 
mance, each candidate again addressed his audience to express publicly 
his appreciation for their attendence at the event. Therefore, principia 
deserve a special place in medieval intellectual history and in the study 
of medieval philosophy and theology. 
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Among historians of medieval thought the term principium has been 
used in different ways. For those working on Sentences commentaries 
from the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, the term primarily refers 
to a specific type of disputed question, delivered before regent masters 
and others in the faculty of theology, in which a bachelor reading the 
Sentences attacked or responded to arguments of some of his fellow 
bachelors put forward in their principia before he began lectures or 
questions on a book of the Sentences. For those who commented on 
all four books, as required by the statutes, there were eventually four 
such disputations, which have been labeled quaestiones collativae or 
disputationes collativae because they were developed out of the text 
of a preceding collatio, or sermon, that included or was followed by 
a commendatio or recommendatio in praise of Scripture, doctrine, or 
the books of the Sentences, and a protestatio in which the bachelor, 
addressing his academic superiors, affirmed he would not intentionally 
say anything that was contrary to the faith or defend questionable or 
offensive arguments pertinaciously or assertive, but only employ them 
at most, disputative. Those who have studied Sentences commentaries 
composed in the thirteenth century, however, use the term principium to 
refer to any text that included the collatio before reading the Sentences, 
which at that time did not include a question or questions in which one 
engaged one's fellow sententiarii. 

'This difference in usage and its importance for the introductory exer- 
cise has not always been recognized or acknowledged. Friedrich 
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Stegmüller, for example, used the term principium to refer to the in- 
troductory exercise of bachelors reading the Sentences in the thirteenth, 
fourteenth or fifteenth centuries regardless of whether the text included 
a question or not.! It would be good for us to adopt standard labels, 
preferably based on those of the medieval period, and use the term prin- 
cipium for the entire introductory exercise before lecturing on the Bible 
or the Sentences, and use other terms, such as collatio, recommenda- 
tio, protestatio, or quaestio collativa or ‘principial question’ to refer to 
the various elements that over time came to be included in a principium. 
'These distinctions in vocabulary have already begun to be used in recent 
decades. The following essay first looks at the introductory exercise, the 
principium, in the thirteenth century as reflected in statutes and written 
texts, and, second, examines the timing and circumstances in which a 
disputed question became part of the principial exercise, whether it was 
legislated by regent masters or developed among the bachelors them- 
selves. Finally, it considers the effect of the addition of a principial 
question on the size and shape of commentaries on the Sentences in the 
fourteenth century. 


Thirteenth-Century Principia 


While the term principium is a perfectly appropriate word to describe 
the introductory exercises before reading the Sentences, it was rarely 
if ever used that way in the thirteenth century. The term principium 
first appears in the earliest surviving statutes of the University of Paris 
in 1215, where it refers not to an academic exercise of bachelors but to 
the inception of a master.? It occurs specifically in a statute limiting 
the size of a celebratory banquet after inception in any faculty, when 
the acts comprising inception, or principium, had been completed. In 
subsequent statutes and other documents from the thirteenth century 
in which principia are mentioned, the term continues to refer to the 
inception of a master, not to the introductory academic exercise, or 
group of acts, before a bachelor began to lecture on the Bible or on 


S F. STEGMÜLLER, Repertorium commentariorum in Sententias Petri Lombardi, 2 


vols., Würzburg 1947. 

Chartularium Universitatis Parisiensis (subsequently cited as CUP), ed. 
H. DENIFLE, E. CHATELAIN, vol. 1, Paris 1889, p. 79, no. 20: “In principiis 
et conventibus magistrorum ... nulla fiant convivia. Possunt tamen vocare 
aliquos familiares vel socios, set paucos.” 
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the Sentences. When a general term for the preliminary exercises of a 
bachelor is employed, the term most commonly used is introitus. More 
often than not, however, no term or label is used, and the text begins 
with the scriptural text on which the collatio is based, or simply reads: 
“magister so-and-so super librum," or “super primum, secundum, etc. 
sententiarum." 'l'his practice is well illustrated in manuscripts from the 
1240s and 1250s and continues into the late thirteenth century.* 

Chris Schabel recently observed that commentaries on the Sentences 
were not called commentaries until the sixteenth century.? Similarly, 
principia ad Sententias were not called principia until shortly before 
the second quarter of the fourteenth century, by which time they re- 
ferred primarily to the principial question in which one debated fellow 
sententiarii. We might think of the entire introductory exercise before 
reading the Sentences as a principium, and such a label would be appro- 
priately descriptive, but in the thirteenth century masters and bachelors 
appear not to have done so. Richard Sharpe observed in his Titulus that 
most medieval texts circulated under and were identified by their open- 
ing words, their incipit, rather than a title, and that the use of titles 
was to a large extent a result of catalogues or book lists for a medieval 


S CUP I, p. 161, no. 115 (1237); CUP I, p. 227, no. 200 (1252); CUP I, p. 231, 
no. 202 (1252); CUP I, p. 281, no. 247 (1255); CUP I, p. 454, no. 409 (1266); 
CUP I, p. 502, no. 444 (1272); CUP I, p. 528, no. 480 (1275); CUP I, p. 583, 
no. 498 (1280); CUP I, p. 613, no. 515 (1284). In the 1252 statutes of the English 
nation in the faculty of arts (CUP I, p. 231, no. 202), the term principia is used 
in reference both to bachelors and masters of arts, but in each case connected 
with licensing. 

See, for example, Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, lat. 3154, 
ff. 20vb-21va; lat. 3424, ff. 73ra—74ra, 75ra; lat. 3804A, f. 49va-vb; lat. 14260, 
f. 239rb-vb; lat. 15652, ff. 32ra-rb, 32rb-va, 32va-34ra, 61va-63vb, 64ra-va, 
89ra-rb; 15702, f. 3ra-vb; lat. 16405, ff. lra-va, lva-3rb. See also P. GLO- 
RIEUX, “D’Alexandre de Hales à Pierre Auriol. La suite des maitres Francis- 
cains de Paris," Archivum Franciscanum Historicum 26 (1933), pp. 257-281, 
esp. 270-271; M.-D. CHENU, “Maîtres et bacheliers de l'Université de Paris vers 
1240," Études d'histoire littéraire et doctrinale du XIII* siècle, 1* ser. (1938), 
pp. 11-39; F.M. HENQUINET, *Eudes de Rosny, O.F.M., Eudes Rigaud, et la 
somme d'Alexandre de Hales," Archivum Franciscanum Historicum 33 (1940), 
pp. 3-54, esp. 7-8; M. GRABMANN, “Romanus de Roma O.P. (f 1273) und der 
Prolog seines Sentenzenkommentares. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der scholastis- 
chen prologi und principia," Divus Thomas (Fribourg) 19 (1941), pp. 166-194, 
reprinted in Mittelalterliches Geistesleben, vol. III, Munich 1956, pp. 280—305, 
esp. 288-98. 

C. SCHABEL, “Were There Sentences Commentaries?," in Commenter au Moyen 
Áge, ed. P. BERMON, I. MOULIN, Paris 2019, pp. 243-266. 
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library collection D So too, the naming of a genre, such as questions on 
the Sentences, disputed questions, questions de quolibet, and principia, 
was, to a large extent, an outgrowth of the need to identify works in 
library collections. 

It was in the 1240s that magisterial glosses on Lombard's Sentences 
were replaced by explications and questions on that text by bachelors in 
theology. Alexander of Hales' gloss on Lombard's Sentences was com- 
posed while he was regent master between 1229 and 1238. Alexander's 
gloss on Lombard's Sentences began with a preface that discussed the 
matter of the four books and which the editors chose to entitle ‘Introitus: 
Bonaventure's commentary on the Sentences, written as a bachelor of 
theology not long after Alexander's gloss, began with a sermon whose 
scriptural text was Job 28.11: “Profunda fluviorum scrutatus est, et 
abscondita produxit in lucem.” In it he uses the four causes and four 
properties of a river to discuss what the Master does in each of the four 
books." This is followed by four quaestiones, but these are not principial 
questions, such as we encounter in the fourteenth century. This prelim- 
inary material, composed of a homily based on a scriptural quotation, 
was followed by questions on the nature of theology, such as whether 
theology is a science, whether it is one science or many, what is the 
subject of theology, whether it is practical or speculative, and similar 
questions that become standard in prologues to commentaries on the 
Sentences in the second half of the thirteenth century and the early 
decades of the fourteenth. These preliminary questions before treating 
the first distinction have rightly been called prologue questions by mod- 
ern scholars, never principial questions, although in printed editions the 
prologue is usually called a procemium. Bonaventure did not engage in 
disputes with other bachelors, and although books II, III, and IV begin 
with an introductory homily keyed to the content of Lombard's book, 
there is no question or questions before treating the first distinction. 


95 D. SHARPE, Titulus. Identifying Medieval Latin Texts. An Evidence-Based Ap- 
proach (Essays in European Culture, 3), Turnhout 2003, esp. pp. 34-58. 
Scriptural passages chosen by thirteenth-century authors commenting on the 
Sentences were often chosen because they suggested or allowed a quadripartite 
division and discussion. In the fourteenth century, however, especially in the 
second half, they were more often chosen because a word in the text could be 
used to identify the name of the sententiarius, a hidden tag linking the work with 
the name of the author. D. TRAPP, «Augustinian Theology of the 14th Century: 
Notes on Editions, Marginalia, Opinions and Booklore» in Augustiniana 6 (1976), 
pp. 146-274, at pp. 269-272. See the examples of ‘heraldic puns’ in U. Zahnd’s 
database: http://puns.zahnd.be/puns.php. 
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The same is true for the commentaries of Thomas Aquinas, Peter of 
Tarantasia and other theologians in the thirteenth century. 

It is important to note that proæmium, introitus, prologus are the 
terms used in the thirteenth century to describe this introductory ma- 
terial before a commentator begins his division and explication of Lom- 
bard's text and develops questions based on each distinction. Pending 
a more thorough examination of commentaries and questions on the 
Sentences before 1300, it would appear that the term principium was 
not used to describe this introductory exercise for bachelors, despite the 
fact that they are called principia by Grabmann, Stegmüller, and other 
twentieth-century scholars. It should also be noted that the questions in 
these commentaries after the collatio, engage earlier, not contemporary 
authors. The opinions of one's fellow bachelors are not mentioned in 
these questions. And when they are edited and discussed by modern 
scholars, they are almost always called prologue questions. 

This contrast in terminology as used by thirteenth-century authors 
and later historians becomes especially evident when one consults the 
manuscripts of anonymous texts that Stegmüller called principia in his 
Repertorium. They invariably are collationes, speeches, or recommen- 
dationes ad sententias without any questions attached. Moreover, they 
are not described as principia in the manuscripts. By contrast, when 
fourteenth-century authors refer to a principium of a fellow sententiar- 
ius, they are referring to a question of the bachelor before reading on 
one of the books of the Sentences, not to the introductory sermon or any 
other act of the bachelor. When principia begin to be mentioned in the- 
ological texts at Paris in the fourteenth century, it is in reference to the 
principial question, even though that question was part of an academic 
exercise that contained other elements. 

It should be acknowledged that not all elements of the introductory 
acts of a bachelor before reading the Sentences may have been recorded 
and circulated in writing. This applies both to the protestatio, or decla- 
ration of adherence to orthodoxy, as well as to principial questions that 
come to replace prologue questions. What we can date approximately is 
the appearance of a particular element in writing, in this case a princip- 
ial question that engages fellow bachelors, realizing that its appearance 
as part of the oral exercise may well have been earlier. 
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The Appearance of Quaestiones collativae or 
disputationes collativae 


With that background in mind, when and why did the introductory ex- 
ercise before reading the Sentences come to include a quaestio collative? 
Was the practice initiated by regent masters as a training exercise for 
disputations, or did it begin with the bachelors, perhaps with those who 
saw a theological question or issue differently from another bachelor, or 
who wished to call attention to themselves. Whatever its origin, a dis- 
putational question before lecturing on a book of the Sentences, became 
the principal meaning of principium in the fourteenth century. Most 
of the discussion until recently has focused on the disputatio between 
Pierre Roger and Francis of Meyronnes when they read the Sentences 
at Paris in 1320-1321. Inasmuch as their dispute occurred in the con- 
text of their respective opening questions on books IV, II, and III of 
the Sentences as edited by Jeanne Barbet, it appears that by 1320 it 
had become standard practice to have a disputed question as part of 
the principial exercise before beginning to lecture on the Sentences, and 
to use the first question on the three remaining books to continue and 
expand the debate with one's fellow bachelors or sententiarii. While 
I will take issue with some features of that interpretation of the 1320 
situation, my focus here will be on the appearance and nature of the 
quaestio collativa between 1300 and 1320. 

'The earliest possible reference to principial questions as they were un- 
derstood in the fourteenth century is found in two redactions of book III 
of John Duns Scotus’ Reportata Parisiensia.9 In an article in 1946, writ- 
ten to disprove Balié’s thesis that Scotus lectured twice on the Sentences 
at Paris, once as a bachelor and once as a master, Franz Pelster discussed 


FRANGOIS DE MEYRONNES - PIERRE ROGER, Disputatio (1320-1321), ed. 
J. BARBET, Paris 1961. 

Four redactions of book III of the Reportata Parisiensia, henceforth cited as Rep. 
Par., have been identified. These are known as IIIA (Oxford, Balliol College, 
ms. 206, ff. 105r-141v; Oxford, Merton College, ms. 62, ff. 229r-259v; Worces- 
ter, Cathedral Library, ms. F.39, ff. S9ra-106vb; Worcester, Cathedral Library, 
ms. F.69, ff. 133ra-157va); III B (Barcelona, Archivo de la Corona de Aragón, 
ms. Ripoll 53, ff. 1ra-43rb/69va); IIIC (Casale Monferrato, Biblioteca del Sem- 
inario Vescovile, ms. B.2, f. 85r-134v; Prague, Knihovna Metropolitni Kapit- 
uly, ms. 439 (C-XX14), ff. 3ra-78rb; Valencia, Biblioteca del Cabildo, ms. 139, 
ff. 8lra-131rb); and IIID (Troyes, Bibl. Municipale [Médiathèque du Grand 
Troyes], ms. 661, ff. 56ra-89vb). The two versions that mention principia are 
IIIA (but only in Balliol 206 and Worcester F.39) and HIB (Barcelona, Ripoll 
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passages in the Reportata in which Scotus used the term ‘principium’.'° 


Although he admitted that the evidence was not conclusive, he argued 
that Scotus engaged in an on-going debate with a fellow bachelor in the 
opening questions on books II and III, continuing a disagreement that 
began previously in the first question on book IV. The principal piece 
of evidence introduced by Pelster was Scotus’ statement in Rep. Par. 
II, d. 1, q. 1, a. 3: 


“Et ad rationes, quae fiebant [sc. a me] contra [sc. opponentem] 
in principio secundi et quarti [sc. a me], dicitur [sc. ab opponente] 
quod accidens in virtute subiecti [potest creare] et instrumentum 
dicitur triplex, ut qualitas activa et forma in supposito. Sed contra 
illum cuius est haec opinio: ....”. The bracketed insertions are 
those of Pelster.!? 


Much of the focus of Pelster's article concerned the redaction of Rep. 
Par. III, d. 1, q. 1, found in Barcelona, Ripoll 53, ff. 1ra-2rb, which 
had been edited earlier by Ephrem Longpré.? Pelster's quotations, 
however, drew from the IIIA version as found, for example, in Worcester 


F.39 rather than Ripoll 53 (Rep. Par. IIIB).!4^ Longpré suggested that 


53). An earlier example of principia has sometimes been mentioned, namely 
the sentential principia of Remigius Chiaro de Girolami de Florentia, OP, com- 
posed in 1298-1300 or 1300-1302 and found in Florence, Biblioteca nazionale 
centrale, G.4.936, as noted in STEGMÜLLER, Repertorium I, p. 346 (#712); on 
Remigius see TH. KAEPPELI, Scriptores Ordinis Praedicatorum Medii Aevi, 4 
vols., Rome 1970-93, III, pp. 297-302. P. GLORIEUX, Répertoire des maítres en 
théologie, Paris 1933, I, p. 178 (#56), gave the content of Remigius’ principium 
as: “Rythmes, vers: prologues et discours d'occasion," 
the thirteenth century sense. 

F. PELSTER, “Hat Duns Scotus in Paris zweimal das dritte Buch der Sentenzen 
erklart? Ein Beitrag zur Erforschung der Natur und Geschichte der Reportata 
und Principia," Gregorianum 27 (1946), pp. 220-260. For the two Parisian 
lectures thesis see C. BALIC, Joannis Duns Scoti Theologiae Mariane Elementa, 
Sibenici 1933, pp. xciv-xcvi. 

PELSTER, “Hat Duns Scotus," p. 229: “Als erstes freilich noch verhülltes und 
primitives Beispiel dieser quaestio collativa konnte ich die jeweils ersten Fragen 
der letzten zwei Bücher der Reportata Parisiensia d. h. 1. 2 und 3 in der Redaktion 
des Druckes bestimmen. Hier antwortet Scotus auf Kritiken eines Baccalarius 
gegen eigene Ausführungen zu Beginn des vierten Buches.” 

PELSTER, ^Hat Duns Scotus," pp. 231 and 233. 

E. LoNGPRÉ, “Une Réportation inédite du B. Duns Scot: le ms. Ripoll. 53," in 
Aus der Geisteswelt des Mittelalters, ed. A. LANG, J. LECHNER, M. SCHMAUS 
(Beitráge zur Geschichte der Philosophie und Theologie des Mittelalters, Suppl. 
Bd II.2), vol. II, Münster 1935, pp. 974-90. 

Compare, for example, the passage quoted above by Pelster with the equivalent 
passage in Ripoll 53, f. 2ra cited below, and in Worcester F.39, f. 89va: “Et ad 


namely a principium in 
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Scotus’ opponent was the Dominican Bernard of Auvergne, a formed 
bachelor resident as prior of St. Jacques in Paris in 1302-03, rather than 
William Petri de Godino, O.P., as had previously been proposed, but 
he did not discuss the meaning of the word ‘principium’ or whether or 
not Scotus’ question was a principial question in the fourteenth-century 
sense, as did Pelster.!? 

'The words *in principio secundi et quarti" in the passage cited above 
by Pelster and also found in Worcester F.39, f. 89va, already anticipate 
a circulated version in which the books would be arranged in the order 
of I, II, III, and IV. Parallel phrases in Ripoll 53, however, are closer to 
the sequence of I, IV, II, and III presented orally by Scotus. 


Barcelona, Ripoll 53, f. 1vb (Longpré, p. 985): *Et dixit ille quod 
ab eterno potuit creare, quia non est repugnantia nec ex parte 
causae nec effectus. Probatio antecedens, scilicet quod angelus 
possit creare per argumenta quae sunt [Longpré: fuerunt] facta 
in principio secundi. .... f. 2ra (Longpré, p. 988): Responde- 
tur quod accidens in virtute substantie, licet non sit substantia, 
potest. Sed contra: quero que sit illa virtus quia aut accidens [in] 
virtute substantie recipit aliquid plus quam prius aut non, sicut 
arguebatur in principio quarti et secundi; si enim nihil recipit plus 
modo quam prius, ergo nec aliter se habet in actu primo et in 
actu secundo, et sic nullo modo erit principium actionis respectu 
substantie. Respondetur hic quod duplex [read triplex] est instru- 
mentum: quoddam sicut dolabra, securis et serra, et quoddam 
sicut corpus conjunctum, et sicut forma in supposito." 


'The version found in Ripoll 53 better supports Pelster's argument that 
the practice of bachelors having a quaestio collativa before lecturing on 
each book of the Sentences was already in use at Paris in 1303. Whether 


rationem que fiebant [Balliol: fiebat] contra in principio secundi et quarti, dicitur 
quod accidens in virtute substantie [Pelster: subiecti], etc., et instrumentum 
dicitur triplex, ut dolabra, et qualitas activa, et forma in supposito. Sed contra 
illum cuius est hec opinio: actus primus est naturaliter prior actu secundo; ergo 
actus primus nunquam habet passum posterius natura quam habeat actus." 

On Bernard of Auvergne, who most likely read the Sentences at Paris in 
1298-1299 and who was in residence at Paris in 1301-1303, see GLORIEUX, 
Répertoire I, pp. 172-173; STEGMÜLLER, Repertorium I, pp. 51-52; F.J. ROEN- 
scH, Early Thomistic School, Dubuque 1964, pp. 104-106; KAEPPELI, Scriptores 
L pp. 198-201. On William Petri (Peyre) de Godino, who read the Sentences 
at Paris in 1299-1301 and who was a master of theology by 1306, but who 
was provincial master of Provence in 1302-1303, see GLORIEUX, Répertoire I, 
pp. 187-93; RoENSCH, Early Thomistic School, pp. 120-124; KAEPPELI, Scrip- 
tores IL, pp. 152-159. 
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one reads the question in the IIIB redaction (Ripoll 53) or in the IIIA 
redaction and later printed editions, these passages reveal an ongoing 
dispute with an opponent that began in Rep. Par. IV and continued in 
II and III. Whether the opponent was a fellow sententiarius, as Pelster 
believed, and if so, whether such engagement was customary or simply 
emerged because of their different views, is uncertain. As the doctrinal 
context shows, the opponent was almost certainly a Thomist, and the 
Dominican sententiarius in 1302-03 was Herveus Natalis, whose opening 
question on book III, however, does not contain parallels.!6 

Longpré argued that the opponent referred to by Scotus in Rep. Par. 
III, d. 14, q. 2 (Ripoll 53, f. 35vb: “sicut alias ostensum fuit contra 
predicatorem b’”) was Bernard of Auvergne, O.P., who, unlike William 
Petri de Godino, was resident at St. Jacques in Paris in 1302-1303. The 
hook stroke through the top of the ‘b’ has to be read as ‘Bernardus’ 
rather than ‘baccalarius’. And because, in Longpré’s view, that passage 
is referring back to the arguments in Rep. Par. III, d. 1, q. 1, a. 3 as well 
as passages in Rep. Par. IV and II, the opponent in Rep. Par. III, d. 1, 
q. 1 was the same person.!” If Longpré's identification is correct, it would 
mean that Scotus was engaged in a dispute with a formed bachelor, not 
with a fellow sententiarius. Moreover, by the phrase *in principio quarti 
et secundi" Scotus might simply have been using the word principium 
to locate the place where a reader would find the previous discussion, as 
“at the beginning of [my questions on] books four and two,” rather than 
“in my principia on books four and two.” Unfortunately, the amount of 
evidence from Scotus’ Reportata is insufficient to inform us on the degree 
of development of a quaestio collativa, if such it was. Only one opponent 
is mentioned and he is not identified as a bachelor. It is also strange that 
if quaestiones collativae had already been introduced into the reading of 
the Sentences at Paris by 1303 that there would not be other examples 
until well into the second decade of the fourteenth century.!? 


16 On Hervaeus Natalis (Herve Nedelec) see GLORIEUX, Répertoire I, pp. 199-206; 


ROENSCH, Early Thomistic School, pp. 106-117; KAEPPELI, Scriptores II, 
pp. 231-244. 

Unfortunately, while Bernard attacked the opinions of many contemporaries, 
such as James of Viterbo, Godfrey of Fontaines, and Giles of Rome, there is no 
known text in which he criticized Scotus on these issues. But then we do not 
have Bernard's commentary on the Sentences for books I-IV, where one might 
expect to find this. 

Although it is highly unlikely that Scotus' opening question in Rep. Par. III 
was written later, when he was a formed bachelor or master, and inserted into 
that work, it should be noted that two questions from the inception of Giles of 
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Before moving on, it should be noted that there is another reference 
to a principial question by Scotus. William of Alnwick around 1315 
used the term principium in describing a disputation of Scotus.!? The 
position cited by Alnwick, however, does not occur in Scotus’ Lectura, 
Ordinatio, or Reportata and may refer to a disputation connected with 
Scotus’ inception as a doctor at Paris in 1305. As such, his usage follows 
thirteenth-century practice and is probably not an early example of what 
came to be fourteenth-century usage. Alnwick composed these questions 
at the Franciscan convent at Oxford, where he had access to Scotus’ texts 
from his inception and regency at Paris. 

The evidence for a quaestio collativa in Scotus’ Parisian lectures is 
inconclusive and, if anything, points to an exchange between Scotus and 
a formed bachelor, not a fellow sententiarius. Moreover, no other ex- 
amples of a principium in the fourteenth-century sense have yet been 
identified in surviving texts from the decade after 1305. The next pos- 
sibility to be considered is whether Walter Burley's Tractatus primus 
is a quaestio collativa and if so, depending on the date assigned to it, 
whether it was one of the earliest such questions.?? The treatise, at least 
in its present form in the manuscripts, must date in or after the autumn 
of 1320, since Burley refers to Thomas Wylton, then regent master in 
theology at Paris, as “reverendus magister noster dominus cancellarius 
Londoniensis??! Wylton was only appointed chancellor at St. Paul's in 


Legniaco O.F.M. around October 1304 were inserted into Rep. Par. III, d. 18, 

qq. 1-2. Valencia 139, f. 113r: “Nota quod duae quaestiones sequentes non sunt 

de lectura tertii, sed fuerunt in principio fratri Egidii, magistri nostri, de quarum 
prima respondit dictus Egidius in vesperis, de secunda vero frater Joannes Scotus 

in aula. Require eas in fine,” cited from PELSTER, “Hat Duns Scotus,” p. 227. 

G.R. SMITH noticed and called attention to the mention of Scotus’ principium 

in Guillelmi Alnwick, O.F.M., Quaestiones disputatae: De esse intelligibili, q. 6, 

ed. A. LEDOUX (Bibliotheca Franciscana Scholastica Medii Aevi, 10), Florence 

1937, p. 158: “Item, quarto, arguo contra eundem sic, per duo argumenta quae 

ipse [i.e., Scotus] facit in quaestione sui principii ....” 

Burley's Tractatus primus also bears as subtitles De comparatione specierum and 

De activitate, unitate, et augmento formarum activarum habentium contraria et 

suscipientium magis et minus. 

?! Città del Vaticano, BAV, Vat. Lat. 817, f. 203rb; Wien, Dominikanerkloster 
160/130, f. 83v. While the phrase *magister meus" appears frequently as a form 
of address referring to a secular colleague, the phrase “magister noster" is rare. 
Burley may be mentioning himself in the first-person plural (the royal or papal 
‘we’), but it seems more likely that he was placing himself among those who 
either had studied under Wylton or was acknowledging an English or Oxford 
connection with him (*our own'). 
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London in August 1320.7? In the same treatise Burley also refers to a 
“quidam reverendus socius et magister? Edith Sylla has cautiously left 
this socius unidentified.?? Moreover, in the opening sentence of the trea- 
tise Burley refers to what he said in the first question on book IV of the 
Sentences, which implies he is writing not long after, possibly in his first 
question on book IT or book III, assuming the Parisian sequence of com- 
menting on I, IV, II, and III, or in a separate treatise upon completing 
his sentential questions. 

The question has been raised whether this “socius et magister" could 
be another way of citing arguments of Thomas Wylton. My own view 
is no. Having already referred to Wylton as a doctor of theology, it 
is inconceivable that he would also refer to him as “quidam” and as 
a fellow bachelor, which is what *reverendus socius" implies. Adding 
the word “magister” is not naming him a master in theology but was 
the way one referred to a secular theologian who was a master of arts. 
Fellow bachelors in religious orders were named “reverendus pater" or 
"reverendus frater," since they did not hold a degree in arts. Fellow 
bachelors who were not in religious orders and were by statute required 
to be masters in arts were referred to as “reverendus magister." 

Burley was, at most, only a year or two younger than Wylton. Both 
were born around 1275, colleagues at Merton College Oxford at the end 
of the thirteenth century, who pursued theological studies at Paris and 
became regent masters there — Wylton ca. 1312 and Burley at some 
point before 1324 — how long before we do not know. On the assump- 
tion that Burley studied theology at Paris under Wylton and was pro- 
moted under him — a conclusion based on Anneliese Maier's and James 
Weisheipl’s interpretation of the phrase *magister noster" — their time 
as sententiarii at Paris has traditionally been separated by a decade, 


7? A.B. EMDEN, A Biographical Register of the University of Oxford to 1500. 
vol. III, Oxford 1959, p. 2054. 

E. SYLLA, “Walter Burley's Tractatus Primus: Evidence concerning the rela- 
tions of disputations and written works," Franciscan Studies 44 (1984 [1988]), 
pp. 257-274; E. SYLLA "Disputationes collativae: Walter Burley's Tractatus 
Primus and of Gregory of Rimini's Lectura super primum et secundum Sen- 
tentiarum," Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofia medievale 22 (2011), 
pp. 383-464, which contains a partial edition of the Tractatus primus; “The 
Academic Context of Walter Burley's «Tractatus Primus»," Schede Medievali 
51 (2013), pp. 83-92. The text in Città del Vaticano, BAV, Vat. Lat. 817, 
f. 212rb, reads: *Quidam reverendus socius et magister, credens rationes meas 
esse sophisticas, respondet ad rationes ad quartam conclusionem adductas ma- 
teria infra scripta, contra quem probo per ordinem 8 conclusiones quas credo 
concludere." 
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Wylton ca. 1310 and Burley ca. 1320. What would have taken Burley 
so long is a mystery. Assuming some theological study at Oxford after 
becoming a master of arts by 1301, no evidence prevents Burley from 
having gone to Paris in or soon after 1305 to complete his theologi- 
cal studies. There is sufficient time for him to have met the Parisian 
requirements for admission to read the Sentences by 1310 and thus to 
have been an academic contemporary of Wylton, and read the Sentences 
in 1308-1309 or 1309-1310, while Wylton was a fellow sententiarius or 
formed bachelor. But unless one is willing to argue that the Tractatus 
primus in its present form is a reworking of a principial question dating 
back to ca. 1310 that retains references to Wylton as a fellow bachelor 
(socius) alongside references to him as regent master and chancellor of 
the cathedral in London, which seems odd, then the text dates between 
1320 and 1322. That would mean that the *quidam reverendus socius et 
magister" is not Wylton but a yet-to-be identified fellow bachelor read- 
ing the Sentences ca. 1320, and that Burley's Tractatus primus was, 
indeed, a principial question, perhaps reworked as a separate treatise. 
Moreover, Burley's remark on what he had said earlier in his first ques- 
tion on book IV suggests that one could continue debate in subsequent 
principial questions, as was the case with Pierre Roger and Francis of 
Meyronnes in 1320-21. 

If it was a principium or the first question of Burley on book IV, II or 
III of the Sentences, or a separate treatise written at or soon after that 
time, it would make Burley’s time as sententiarius, 1319-1320, contem- 
porary with Francis of Marchia and possibly John Baconthorp.?^ The 
marginal identification in the Vatican manuscript of Burley's citation of 
arguments of Gerard Odonis does not push the text after Odonis’ time 
as sententiarius, namely 1326-1327, since the opinions of Odonis were 
known at Paris not long after he read the Sentences at 'Toulouse in 1316. 
In any event, because Burley's Tractatus primus, as it survives, cannot 
date before August 1320, the text is not the earliest extant principial 
question.?° 


24 Inasmuch as Marchia cites Burley in the spring of 1320 on a position found in 


Burley’s Tractatus Primus, it is probable that the latter is a reworking of Burley’s 
principium on book IV while sententiarius; see the discussion by W. DUBA in the 
introduction to Franciscus de MARCHIA, Reportatio ITA (Quaestiones in secun- 
dum librum Sententiarum), qq. 18-27, ed. G. ETZKORN, E. BABEY, W. DUBA, 
and T. SUAREZ-NANI (Leuven, 2010), pp. lxiv-Ixx. 

It is worth noting, however, that Burley's question or treatise reveals a back- 
and-forth exchange, some oral, some on written quaterni, which does suggest the 
structural style of debate typical of principial questions. 
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A next possibility is Peter Auriol in 1317-1318. Auriol begins his 
lectures on the Sentences, according to the first redaction (SC1), with 
the remark about what his fellow bachelors chose to treat in their prin- 
cipia, namely one of the standard questions on the nature of theology 
traditionally addressed in prologues to the Sentences.?? There is enough 
evidence in the early versions of Auriol's opening questions on books I 
and IV to identify them in some sense as principial questions, but he 
engages current regent masters, such as Thomas Wylton, and older non- 
regent doctors resident at Paris in 1317-1318, such as Hervaeus Natalis, 
throughout his questions, not simply in the opening one. And they, 
in turn, apparently critiqued or responded to his arguments in mag- 
isterial quodlibetal disputations. The only fellow bachelor with whom 
Auriol engages, the Augustinian Hermit Henry of Friemar, is mentioned 
in question 13 on book IV, not in any of the opening questions on one of 
the four books. In fact, if one defines a principial question as one that 
engages fellow sententiarii in debate by way of objections and responses, 
then the earliest versions of Auriol's opening questions on books I, IV, 
II, and III do not conform to that model because they lack that charac- 
teristic. Whether or not the opening questions of a bachelor's lectures 
on the Sentences in 1317 had that feature when orally presented, such 
references to socii were not included in the version that was circulated. 
Thus, apart from Auriol’s statement in the first sentence of his first 
question on book I that there were other bachelors reading at the same 
time and which does employ the term principia, there does not seem to 
be any evidence here that bachelors were engaging each other in their 
opening questions in 1317. 

We can say that Auriol's principial question for book I, shows how 
what comes to be a principial question emerges out of the topics that 
comprised earlier prologue questions, namely on the nature of theology 
as a discipline and knowledge of God. Auriol's text confirms, at the 


?6 On this see Lauge O. NIELSEN, “Peter Auriol's Way with Words: The Genesis of 
Peter Auriol's Commentaries on Peter Lombard's First and Fourth Books of the 
Sentences," in Mediaeval Commentaries on the Sentences of Peter Lombard, ed. 
G.R. Evans, vol. I, Leiden 2002, pp. 149-219, at p. 202, according to Città del 
Vaticano, BAV, Vat. Borgh. 123, f. 1va: *Quaesito igitur a sociis de theologia, 
an sit scientia, an sit necessaria, et an sit speculativa vel practica, et quomodo sit 
una, et quid sit subiectum in ea, frustratoriae autem essent inquisitiones istae, si 
materia divinorum certitudinem scientificam non compateretur in se et ex natura 
sui, idcirco haec inquisitio in nostro principio proponatur. Queritur ergo utrum 
natura divina compatiatur in se et ex sui ratione scientificam perscrutationem.” 
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very least, that a principial question was given by each bachelor in se- 
quence before beginning to read the Sentences, even if the circulated 
version does not reflect any engagement with fellow bachelors in debate. 
Auriol could have meant by *in nostro principio" *in our beginning [ex- 
ercise]” — but it seems more likely that he was using the word as the 
title of a genre, a specific act, which was also the way Dionysius de Burgo 
used it in the following year. I doubt that Auriol was listing the titles 
of questions his fellow bachelors had given, but was pointing out that 
they were choosing the topic of their principial question from a standard 
group of prologue questions, and he enumerates almost the entire group 
that goes back almost 70 years. 

'This strongly suggests that the practice of principial questions grew 
out of prologue questions. There is no evidence that thirteenth-century 
sententiarii engaged or attacked the arguments of their fellow bachelors 
in their prologue question or questions on the Sentences, but at some 
point, probably in the second decade of the fourteenth century that 
transformation took place. Auriol may be the earliest evidence for nam- 
ing the opening question a principium, but as far as I know, he does not 
discuss or attack the arguments of his fellow bachelors in that question, 
only the opinions of earlier doctors. 

The earliest question I have found in which a bachelor reading the 
Sentences takes issue publically with the opinions of his fellow senten- 
tiarti is the opening question on the Sentences by the Italian Augustinian 
Hermit, Dionysius of Burgo Sancti Sepulcri, at Paris in the autumn of 
1317.27 One finds regent masters attacking arguments of other contem- 
porary masters of theology in quodlibetal questions by the end of the 
thirteenth century, or a bachelor and a formed bachelor engaging in de- 
bate, as Scotus and Bernard of Auvergne did, or a bachelor attacking 
arguments of an earlier bachelor, as Peter Palude did with Durand of 
St. Pourcain, or a bachelor objecting to the arguments of a contempo- 
rary master of theology, as Auriol did with Herveus Natalis and Thomas 
Wylton, but not a bachelor attacking the arguments of a fellow bachelor 
reading in the same year. 


7 D. Trapp, "The Quaestiones of Dionysius de Burgo O.S.A.," Augustinianum 


3 (1963), pp. 63-78. Dionysius was from Sansepolcro at the headwaters of the 
Tiber, northeast of Arezzo. Trapp incorrectly dated Dionysius sentential year at 
Paris as 1316-17 on the basis of the explicit in Erfurt, Universitátsbibliotek, CA 
F.131, f. 96va, which states that he finished his questions on book I on January 
12, 1317, not realizing that in France in this period the year lasted until Easter 
and thus January 1318 would still be called 1317. 
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The full text of Dionysius’ questions on Books I and II survives in only 
one manuscript, Erfurt, Universitátsbibliothek, Dep. Erf., CA F.131, al- 
though the first half of question one is also found in Oxford, Balliol Col- 
lege 63, ff. 24r-26r. Both were independent copies of the text as edited 
for circulation, since both have marginal references in the hand of the 
text scribe identifying the sections of the question and the doctors being 
cited, such as Albert the Great, Thomas Aquinas, Henry of Ghent, God- 
frey of Fontaines, Giles of Rome, John Duns Scotus, Herveus Natalis, 
and Henry of Friemar the elder. Paleographically both manuscripts be- 
long to the second quarter of fourteenth century, the Balliol text having 
been copied by an Augustinian Hermit from England, probably while at 
Paris in the lectorate program or perhaps as a bachelor.?? 

The structure of the opening section of Dionysius’ commentary corre- 
sponds to what had come to be the standard format of that genre in the 
thirteenth century, namely a homily, or collatio, based on a scriptural 
quotation and which delineates the content of the four books of the Sen- 
tences, followed by two prologue questions concerned with the nature 
of theology. The choice of the scriptural quotation, Acts 10:12 “Ascen- 
dit Petrus ad superiora domus," does not hide a reference to Dionysius 
himself, as it may have for Auriol and would with many bachelors later 
in the fourteenth century. Nor is the first question built out of the text 
of the collatio, as was generally done later in the fourteenth century. 
Moreover there is a collatio only for Book I, and Book II, after citing 
the opening words of Lombard's text, begins with a question on the first 
distinction of Book II. 

Beyond those features we find important differences with thirteenth- 
century practice. The collatio and the following two questions are each 
labeled a principium rather than a prologus or prooemium.% Late in 
the first article of the first question, which asks whether the end per se 
of Holy Scripture in via is the love of God, one encounters expressions 
in the second person, such as “you concede" or “you say” that suggest 
a dialogue with a contemporary, presumably a fellow bachelor. Admit- 
tedly the use of the second person might simply be a rhetorical way 


?5 The text is discussed in W.J. COURTENAY, “Balliol 63 and Parisian Theology 


around 1320," Vivarium 47 (2009), pp. 375-406. 

The script of the Balliol manuscript is English cursive, and is a collection of texts, 
most by Augustinian Hermits and concerned with the nature of theology, such 
as a student might collect in preparation for his own lectures on the Sentences. 
Erfurt, UB, CA F.131, f. 1ra: “Principium in sententias Parisius super primum 
secundum lecturam.” 
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of introducing counterarguments, but the statement “I wish rather to 
stand with Augustine than with you" can only have been directed to an 
opponent.?! 

The last section of the question is labeled in the margin as Diony- 
sius arguing “contra socios suos." ?? In the text itself one encounters 
“ille socius dicit," “ex dictis suis," and “ipse concedit.??" His opponent 
belonged to a religious order, since he is once referred to as “fratrem 
meum," but unfortunately we are not told which mendicant, monastic, 
or canonical order.?^ Most significant, he refers to some of his socii ac- 
cording to the order in which they began their principia, mentioning a 
fifth socius as well as a sixth socius.” This means that there were at 
least seven bachelors reading the Sentences in 1317-1318 and that Diony- 
sius was among those who gave his principium after the sixth bachelor. 
Dionysius attacked the arguments of some of his fellow bachelors, but 
he does not appear to be responding to any attacks on his arguments, 
but that may be because they had given their principia earlier. 

While Auriol's earliest version of his commentary on book I of the 
Sentences shows that bachelors in 1316 each gave an opening question, 
chose their own subject, and probably did so in sequence, Dionysius? 
opening question is the earliest evidence for a bachelor engaging and 
critiquing the arguments of fellow bachelors in that question — a practice 
that becomes standard for the introductory question of bachelors at 
Paris and subsequently in the theology faculties at other universities. 
It is certainly possible that the practice of debate among bachelors in 
their principia began earlier than 1317 but was not included in the 
written text when prepared for circulation. The difference between oral 
delivery and written publication, mentioned earlier, is important to keep 
in mind. The order of reading, which at Paris in this period was I, 
IV, II, and III, became I, II, III, and IV when revised for publication, 
which is perhaps one reason for internal cross-references resulting from 
oral presentation, such as statements in the principial question for book 
II referring to statements in the principial question for book IV, were 


31 Erfurt, UB, CA F.131, f. 4rb: “ut concedis," f. 6vb: “tu dicis"; f. 4rb: “ideo 
potius volo stare cum Augustino quam tecum." 

? Erfurt, UB, CA F.131, f. 11ra. 

5 Erfurt, UB, CA F.131, f. 11rb-va. 

55 Erfurt, UB, CA F.131, f. 11vb. 

35 Erfurt, UB, CA F.131, f. 11vb: “Quidam etiam alius socius, scilicet sextus," 
“Minorem supponebat [socius 6] ex socio quinto"; f. 12ra: “ut predixit [ms: 
predixi| quintus socius." 
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removed or revised. The sequential numbering of bachelors in Dionysius’ 
question proves that the practice of having each sententiarius give a 
homily in honor of Lombard's Sentences and dispute a question before 
the regent masters, bachelors, and students in the faculty of theology 
in a separate ceremony as described later in the statutes was already 
being practiced by 1317. Whether the sententiarius was also expected 
to engage his fellow bachelors in debate is less certain but was probably 
the case. If, as subsequent statutes outline, only one bachelor gave his 
principium on a legible day at the beginning of term, these acts would 
occupy two weeks or slightly more, depending on the number of bachelors 
reading the Sentences. And if the evidence from the principia of Pierre 
Roger and Francis of Meyronnes in 1320 reveals practice in the previous 
decade, then this two-week period of principia was repeated three more 
times during the academic year. I will come back to the implications 
of this for the structure of questions on the Sentences and the length of 
commentaries at the end. 

Surprisingly, book II of Dionysius’ questions on the Sentences lacks 
both a collatio and a principial question. This may simply be an omis- 
sion in the manuscript, since a collatio sermon without a principial ques- 
tion often appears in thirteenth-century commentaries for books IV, II, 
and III. Unlike the 1360s statutes, the post-1335 statutes mention only 
the principium at the beginning of the fall term, although four principia 
or disputational engagements (replicationes or responsiones) had been 
the custom for some time.% The subsequent lectures themselves were 
given in the respective convents or colleges before an in-house audience, 
but it is uncertain whether in this period bachelors gave their subsequent 
principia before masters and fellow bachelors in the same place as their 
lectures or in one location, such as the Sorbonne. A principial ques- 
tion before each book is outlined in the 1360s statutes, but we should 
not assume, as has generally been done, that this was the practice in 
c. 1320. In the 1320-1321 dispute between Pierre Roger and Francis of 
Meyronnes, which stretched across the academic year, what has been 
described as principia IV, II, and III are called replicationes or replies, 
not principia. Continuing the debate at subsequent points in the year, 
which Roger and Meyronnes did, but which do not precisely correspond 
with the schedule outlined in the 1360s statutes, may have been their 


36 CUP II, no. 1188, 692, #9: “bachalarii in theologia qui debent legere Senten- 
tias ... debent facere principia sua infra festum Exaltationis Sancte Crusis 
(Sept. 14] et festum beati Dionysii [Oct. 9].” 
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choice rather than a statutory requirement in 1320. It is just as possible, 
however, that it had become customary practice. 

Given the number of features of fourteenth-century principia that 
are found in Dionysius’ opening question, Landulph Caracciolo read- 
ing probably in 1318-1319 and Francis of Marchia reading in 1319-1320 
had a precedent to follow. Landulph introduces each book with the 
same scriptural passage, Apoc. 21:19 “Fundamentum primum iaspis, 
secundum sapphirus, tertium chalcedonius, quartum smaragdus" and a 
homily on that text.?" Although Landulph does not use the term princi- 
pium, there is an opening question for book I before a series of prologue 
questions, and an opening question for books IV, II and III before treat- 
ing the first distinction in those books. Moreover, the subject of those 
opening questions is appropriate to the subject matter of the book be- 
ing discussed and does not continue a special theme. Landulph does not 
engage with his fellow sententiarii but rather with former and current 
doctors of theology. If in oral presentation Landulph cited, attacked, and 
responded to other bachelors, those references are absent in the version 
that was later circulated. It may rather be that such engagement, as we 
find in Dionysius and later in Pierre Roger, was optional, or that where 
it occurs was in a private copy circulated among the bachelors lecturing 
on the Sentences, and not meant for wider circulation or publication. 

'The various extant versions of the Sentences commentary of Francis 
of Marchia, most likely presented in 1319-1320, lack a collatio, but the 
opening questions on each book, called quaestiones praeambulae in the 
critical edition and collected together as principia in the order of I, IV, 
II, and III in Madrid, Bibl. Nac. 504, ff. 1r-24r, do reveal traces of 
disputational engagement with fellow bachelors. In the second article of 
the first question on book II Marchia cites the opinions of three other 
persons at the beginning, but it is not clear whether these opinions 
belonged to current sententiarii, regent masters, earlier doctors, or were 
fictional opponents.?? In the first article of the first question on book 
III, however, there are clear references to fellow bachelors. He cites four 


57 See the list of questions in C. SCHABEL, “The Commentary on the Sentences by 


Landulphus Caracciolus, OFM," Bulletin de Philosophie Médiévale 51 (2009), 
pp. 145-219. On his principia see W. DUBA, C. SCHABEL, “Three Protegés of 
Robert the Wise and their Debate over Contradictories: Landolfo Caracciolo 
vs. Francesco d'Appignano and Frangois de Meyronnes," Micrologus 31 (2023), 
pp. 127-171. 

FRANCISCUS DE MARCHIA, Commentarius in IV Libros Sententiarum. Quaes- 
tiones praeambulae et prologus, ed. N. MARIANI, Grottaferrata 2003, p. 275: 
“dicit hic unus" ... “dicit alius" ... “dicit tertius.” 
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conclusions of one socius and responds to the opposing arguments of 
another socius. In the second article he has a running debate with a 
‘quidam’, presumably a socius, who is cited in the second person, present 
tense./? Whether this engagement with fellow bachelors was mandated 
by statute or voluntary among the bachelors cannot be determined. 

With Marchia we have what qualifies as principial questions on each of 
the four books, not just book I, and that exchanges with fellow bachelors 
continued in these subsequent questions. It is unclear, however, whether 
Marchia, in using expressions such as “circa principium quarti libri" or 
“circa principium secundi libri,” was using the term ‘principium as a 
title for a specific type of question or genre, or as a noun for an event 
or activity, or as a descriptive noun defining the textual or chronologi- 
cal location of a question. Although the Marchia manuscripts seem to 
be using the word in the locative sense, the fact that four principial 
questions are grouped together in the Madrid manuscript gives them a 
different status from prologue questions or the first question on a book 
of the Sentences. 

By 1320-1321, when Pierre Roger and Francis of Meyronnes*! were 
reading the Sentences, the practice of sententiarii attacking and re- 
sponding to arguments of fellow socii had developed further, or at least 
certain features were more in evidence. With the possible exceptions of 
Duns Scotus and Francis of Marcia, it does not appear that until 1320 
there was a customary series of principial questions, one before lectur- 
ing on each of the books of the Sentences. Moreover, while the sequence 
of reading on the books of the Sentences in the order of I, IV, II, and 
III had been the practice for some time, the principial debates between 
Roger and Meyronnes is the first solid evidence that in the fourteenth 
century the reading of the Sentences by bachelors was or had become 
a one-year reading, not a biennial exercise.? Moreover, the dates at 


39 FRANCISCUS DE MARCHIA, Commentarius in IV Libros Sententiarum, ed. MAR- 


IANI, p. 308: “dicit unus socius quatuor [conclusiones] per ordinem.” Ibid., p. 325: 
“Secundo, respondetur, ab alio socio, magis ad rem, et dicit tria..." 
FRANCISCUS DE MARCHIA, Commentarius in IV Libros Sententiarum, ed. MAR- 
IANI, p. 341: “dicis tu"; see also 365 (“quidam arguit contra") and p. 367 (“sicut 
tu «dicis» "). 

Presumably from Meyronne on the Dordogne, east of Souillac and south of 
Veyrac. Roger was a few years younger, born into a noble family at St-Julien- 
Maumont, north of Veyrac. In 1320 Roger, a Benedictine monk at La Chaise- 
Dieu since around 1300, was appointed prior of the dependent abbey of St- 
Pantaléon in the Limousin. 

See W.O. DUBA and C. SCHABEL, “Remigio, Auriol, Scotus, and the myth of 
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which the principia were given in 1320-21 differ somewhat from those 
in the 1366 statutes. ^? 

Roger gave his principia before Meyronnes. All of Roger's principia, 
also called replicationes, and most of those by Meyronnes were preserved 
in quires belonging to Roger, through whom they passed into the papal 
library after Roger's death as Clement VI.4 Meyronnes’ replicationes 
probably preserve the form in which he gave his responses to Roger's 
arguments in his principia on books IV, II, and III. As such Meyronnes’ 
replies were directed only at the positions of Roger, while Roger's first 
question on book IV also included replies to two other bachelors, one 
of whom was a Carmelite. Meyronnes included a revised version of 
his principial question on book II in the so-called Conflatus edition of 
his questions on the Sentences, stripped of exchanges with his fellow 
sententiarii. The only evidence we have of the content of his other three 
principia are the texts preserved by Roger, or the early portions of his 
replies to Roger on book IV that survives in Troyes 994 along with the 
first part of his reply to Roger on book II. 

'The texts edited by Barbet on the dispute between Roger and Mey- 
ronnes make clear that bachelors reading the Sentences in 1320 began 
their principia in a sequence that was retained in subsequent principia 
in which they engaged with one or more sententiarii. It also suggests 
that replicationes were not simply another term for an entire principial 
question but rather the replies directed against one particular socius that 
were probably given to him in written form and which thus circulated 
separately or were incorporated into a principial question that probably 
engaged other bachelors as well. Replicationes reflect the in situ or quo- 
tidian context of the debate. Moreover, it was probably the case that at 


the two-year Sentences lecture at Paris," Recherches de Théologie et Philosophie 
Médiévales 84 (2017), pp. 143-179; C. SCHABEL, “Ockham, the Principia of Hol- 
cot and Wodeham, and the myth of the two-year Sentences lecture at Oxford," 
Recherches de Théologie et Philosophie Médiévales 87 (2020), pp. 59-102. 
^35 The statutes of 1366 (CUP II, p. 700, # 37) specify that the second round of 
principia begin on the first legible day of January, the third principia begin on 
the first legible day in March, and the fourth principia begin on the first legible 
day in May. While it is possible that in 1321 the second principium of the 
Carmelite bachelor was given on January 5 (the first legible day) and continued 
until at least Jan. 21 (the date of Roger's second principium), the date of Roger's 
third principium was April 14, more than a month after the time specified in 
the later statutes. 
Roger's responses in IV, II and III as well as the second parts of Meyronnes’ 
responses in IV and II and Meyronnes’ response in III are preserved only in 
Città del Vaticano, BAV, Vat. Borgh. 39. 
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this early stage these exchanges were probably not supposed to be cir- 
culated as part of a published record, just as the sequence of arguments 
between opposing and responding bachelors in a quodlibetal disputation, 
as well as their names, were dropped when the arguments were absorbed 
into the published determination of the master. The private nature of 
the survival of most of the replicationes in the dispute between Roger 
and Meyronnes, preserved by the participants themselves, and the edited 
version made by Meyronnes that removed references to Roger when his 
principia became part of his Conflatus, reveal this clearly. 


Conclusions 


Let me conclude with several observations. First, there is no evidence 
of a disputed question that engaged fellow bachelors being part of a 
bachelor's introductory activities before lecturing on the Sentences un- 
til late in the second decade of the fourteenth century. The first solid 
evidence comes in 1317 with Dionysius de Burgo Sancti Sepulchri, by 
which time it is clear that bachelors began their principia in sequence, 
that it included a disputed question, and that they objected and re- 
sponded to arguments of their fellow bachelors in those questions. It is 
also clear that this exercise as a whole, which included the collatio, was 
now called a principium, and that the term applied primarily to the dis- 
puted question. Engaging fellow bachelors in this manner could be and 
soon was repeated in an opening question on subsequent books, as oc- 
curred with Peter Auriol, Francis of Marchia, Pierre Roger and Francis 
of Meyronnes. But it is also important to keep in mind that references 
to a first, second, third, or fourth principium are usually references to 
the sequence of principial questions, not the number of the book of the 
Sentences for which it was the opening question. The second prínci- 
pium, more often than not, was on book IV, the third principium on 
book II, and the fourth principium on book III. 

It also appears that these principial exercises, while perhaps obligatory 
for the bachelors by 1317, were not initially expected to be material for 
public circulation, at least not in a form that identifies opponents by 
name or order. From 1317 until mid-century, with almost no exceptions, 
principial questions of an author survive in only one manuscript, often 
a manuscript that once belonged to that author. The fact that the 
principia of Thomas of Strasbourg were placed as a group at the end 
of his questions on the Sentences in the early sixteenth-century printed 
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edition may be a result of the particular manuscript the editor was 
using. 4 

How long before 1317 the practice of principial disputations developed 
is unclear. I suspect it developed gradually in the previous decade and 
a half, generated out of the intensity of theological debate at Paris at 
the time of John Duns Scotus’ Paris lectures, the exchanges that took 
place between Durandus of St. Pourcain and his critics, and those be- 
tween Thomas Wylton, Peter Auriol, and others in the second decade. 
If the practice of each bachelor in sequence giving an opening question 
or disputation before lecturing on book I of the Sentences was in place 
by 1316, as seems clear from the texts of Dionysius de Burgo and Auriol, 
and that evidence for that practice before 1316 is absent or questionable, 
it may have been a practice introduced by regent masters in theology at 
Paris around 1315 or slightly earlier.4ó 

Whatever the point at which principial questions or disputations en- 
gaging fellow bachelors were introduced into the academic exercise of 
reading the Sentences at Paris, it marked a major transformation of the 
baccalaureate in theology. The thirteenth-century requirements called 
for an explication of Lombard's text, followed by questions on most dis- 
tinctions in each book. This earlier structure trained the bachelor in 
several important dimensions of his profession: lecturing to students, 
guiding them through the accumulated knowledge of past tradition and 
interpretation, and possibly advancing the discipline through a better 
analysis of earlier theological problems, or finding new questions that 
had not been asked. While retaining that, the addition of principial 
questions expanded the training of the bachelor in the art of disputa- 
tion. In addition to knowing the Fathers and Doctors of the church, this 
new element made him concentrate equally on reading, critiquing and 
disproving the arguments of his immediate contemporaries. 

As principial questions occupied more of the academic year, taking 
some two weeks before lectures on each of the books, given the lim- 
ited number of legible days, the number of questions on each book was 


5 B D J D D B 
^» The same separate grouping of principia in a manuscript, however, also occurs 


with the principia of Marchia in the Madrid manuscript referred to earlier. 
Among the prominent regent and non-regent masters at Paris c. 1315 would have 
been Francis Caracciolo, chancellor, Jean de Pouilly, Thomas Wylton, Radulphus 
Brito, and Thomas de Bailly, all secular clerics, the Dominicans Hervaeus Na- 
talis and Peter Palude, and the Victorine canon, Gerard of St. Victor. This was 
certainly a group familiar with and engaged in intensive debate with their con- 
temporaries, and who may have felt that more such engagement might improve 
the training and perfect the skills of bachelors of theology. 
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necessarily reduced, although it could be added to or lengthened when 
preparing one's work for circulation. And trying to cover all four books 
within the academic year also meant that questions on book III, the last 
one to be handled, were often few and brief.^" Moreover, for this early 
period, the exchanges that occurred among bachelors in their princip- 
ial questions were removed when editing the questions for publication. 
'They appear to be absent even in the earliest versions of Auriol's text, 
present in Dionysius who only published his questions on the first two 
books, absent in Landulph Caracciolo in the portions I have examined, 
present to some extent in Francis of Marchia, and preserved largely by 
accident in the case of Pierre Roger and Francis of Meyronnes. The pre- 
ferred process as of 1320, as illustrated by Meyronnes' Conflatus, was to 
remove the exchanges with fellow bachelors when preparing a final ver- 
sion of questions on the Sentences. 1t is fortunate for us that preserving 
and publishing principia won out in later decades, and because of that, 
the theological manuscripts of the fourteenth century have preserved the 
thought and arguments of a large number of bachelors of theology who 
never published their work but whose views are accessible to us through 
principia. 


^' It should be acknowledged, however, that the length of lectures in winter were 


shorter than those in May and June, when daylight hours were longer because 
of solar time, and when book III was officially the text for sententiarii. Despite 
the rigid schedule for principia outlined in the papal statutes of 1366, lectures 
on books IV and II probably took longer than the allotted time, and lecturers 
gradually slipped behind. 
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On June 12, 1393, while Peter Plaoul delivered his fourth sentential 
principium at the University of Paris, a reportator noted the following: 


<Plaoul> says much more, which I did not write down; also, in 
the schools it is not customary to report these principia. I rather 
proceed to what is more important (quod principalius est), and 
that is the question which this bachelor reading the Sentences dis- 
cussed ...! 


Plaoul had just opened his principium with a recitation of a verse from 
Scripture, which he used as the theme for his speech in praise of the 


I wish to thank Cal Ledsham for his advice and stylistic corrections and Bill Duba 
for sharing his insights into the intricacies of Auriol's Sentences commentaries. T 
owe Monica Brinzei and Bill Duba for their helpful remarks on an earlier version 
of this chapter. 

P. GLORIEUX, « L'année universitaire 1392-1393 à la Sorbonne à travers les notes 
d'un étudiant », in Revue des Sciences Religieuses 19 (1939), pp. 429-482, at 
pp. 433-434: “Multa alia dicit que non scripsi; nec etiam in scolis consuetum est 
talia principia reaportare <!>. Sed venio ad hoc quod principalius est, scilicet 
ad quaestionem quam movit ipse bachalarius legens sententias ...”. 
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fourth book of the Sentences. And while the bachelor engaged in prob- 
ably lengthy musings, the reportator, by skipping this speech, saved his 
energy for the principial question (*quod principalius est"), which he 
recorded in every detail desirable. 

If we take Plaoul's reportator at his word, the omission of principial 
speeches from the written record of principia must have been common 
practice at the medieval university. But then, because much of our in- 
formation about principia comes from sources based on such incomplete 
reportationes, we may also assume that the evidence for the speeches 
is scarce, if not outright inexistent. Suprisingly, however, the oppo- 
site is the case; in commentaries on the Sentences, inaugural speeches 
by bachelors of theology abound. It seems, therefore, that the speeches 
were not included in the ordinary course of transmission from the lecture 
hall through reportationes of principia and of the ensuing lecture on the 
Sentences to the (more or less) polished Sentences commentaries. By 
inquiring into this process and by asking how principial speeches were 
eventually incorporated into commentaries on the Sentences, this article 
tries to shed some light on these often neglected texts. 

As a reflection of the widespread neglect in modern scholarship, cardi- 
nal Ehrle assessed Peter of Candia's speeches thus: “To our taste today, 
the style is very overblown. The words primarily attend to pomp and 
only secondarily to comprehension and instruction? And while Ehrle's 
appraisal is understandable from the vantage point of those who expect 
intellectual profundity from a Sentences commentary and, hence, also 
from those principial speeches that constitute parts of such commen- 
taries, modern scholars have also argued for a greater appreciation of 
principial speeches, some by highlighting their rhetorical qualities and 
some by revealing their entertaining and amusing performance; to name 
just two recent approaches. Yet, most of the texts recently studied rep- 
resent, in one way or the other, outstanding speeches, while the normal, 
run-of-the-mill principial speech and its transmission in particular re- 
main mostly unknown and unstudied.? 


2 F. EHRLE, Der Sentenzenkommentar Peters von Candia, des Pisaner Papstes 


Alexanders V. Ein Beitrag zur Scheidung der Schulen in der Scholastik des 
vierzehnten Jahrhunderts und zur Geschichte des Wegestreits (Franziskanische 
Studien. Beiheft, 9), Münster 1925, pp. 41-42. 

Without providing an exhaustive list, the following studies of outstanding prin- 
cipial speeches need to be mentioned: S.F. BROWN, "Peter of Candia's Sermons 
in Praise of Peter Lombard," in Studies Honoring Ignatius Charles Brady Friar 
Minor, ed. R.S. ALMAGNO, C.L. HARKINS (Franciscan Institute Publications. 
Theology Series, 6), St. Bonaventure, N.Y. 1976, pp. 141-176; M. DUNNE, 
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A first difficulty facing scholars interested in principial speeches is 


the inconsistent terminology, both in medieval sources and in modern 
scholarship. At the beginning of university theology in the twelfth and 
thirteenth centuries, the term principium often referred to little more 
than a speech, and thus the speeches themselves often appeared as prin- 
cipia, principia in theologia and other rubrics such as introitus. With 
the introduction of principial debates in addition to the speeches in the 
first decade of the fourteenth century, principium now referred to the 
whole academic exercise rather than to the speech alone.? Probably re- 
flecting the Parisian practice introduced in the 1310s, the 1364 statutes 
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^A Fourteenth-Century Example of an Introitus Sententiarum at Oxford: 
Richard FitzRalph's Inaugural Speech in Praise of the Sentences of Peter Lom- 
bard,” in Mediaeval Studies 63 (2001), pp. 1-29; K. TACHAU, “Looking Gravely 
at Dominican Puns: The ‘Sermons’ of Robert Holkot and Ralph Friseby,” in 
Traditio 46 (1991), pp. 337-345. An example of a ‘normal’ speech akin to the 
ones discusssed below is studied in A. TABBARONI, « Nuovi testi di logica e di 
teologia in un codice Palermitano », in Filosofia e teologia nel Trecento. Studi in 
ricordo di Eugenio Randi, ed. L. BIANCHI (Fédération Internationale des Insti- 
tuts d'Études Médiévales. Textes et études du Moyen Áge, 1), Louvain-la-Neuve 
1994, pp. 337—366, at pp. 353-355. TH. PRUGL, “Medieval Biblical Principia 
as Reflections on the Nature of Theology,” in What is Theology in the Middle 
Ages? Religious Cultures of Europe (11'°-15" Centuries) as Reflected in their 
Selfunderstanding, ed. M. OLSZEWSKI (Archa Verbi. Subsidia, 1), Münster 2007, 
pp. 253-275 discusses fourteenth-century biblical principia in a sympathetic way. 
This study has inspired the present article in mutliple ways. 

On 13°" century terminology, see M. GRABMANN, „Romanus de Roma O.P. 
(T 1273) und der Prolog seines Sentenzenkommentares. Ein Beitrag zur Ge- 
schichte der scholastischen prologi und principia*, in Divus Thomas 19 (1941), 
pp. 166-194, at p. 179. The earliest occurrences of principium etc. — with 
respect to lectures on the bible — are studied in A. SULAVIK, “Principia and 
Introitus in 'Thirteenth- Century Christian Biblical Exegesis with Related Texts,” 
in La biblia del XIII secolo. Storia del testo, storia dell'esegesi, ed. G. CREMAS- 
COLI, F. SANTI, Firenze 2004, pp. 269-321. For Giles of Rome's speech held at 
the beginning of his lecture on the Sentences 1269-1271, see C. LUNA, « Il princi- 
pium super Sententias di Egidio Romano e un principium super Sententias anon- 
imo », in La filosofia medievale tra antichita ed età moderna. Saggi in memoria 
di Francesco Del Punta, ed. A. BERTOLACCI, A. PARAVICINI BAGLIANI, Firenze 
2017, pp. 381-410. 

This change in the life of the medieval university has been described by 
W.J. COURTENAY, “Theological Bachelors at Paris on the Eve of the Pa- 
pal Schism. The Academic Environment of Peter of Candia,” in Philosophy 
and Theology in the Long Middle Ages: A Tribute to Stephen F. Brown, ed. 
K. EMERY, JR., R.L. FRIEDMAN, A. SPEER (Studien und Texte zur Geistesge- 
schichte des Mittelalters, 105), Leiden 2011, pp. 921—952, at pp. 924-925. 
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of the theology faculty at Bologna layed down that a principium con- 
sisted, first, of a speech (collatio) in praise of theology or the books of 
the Sentences, followed by an oath (protestatio) and the question (ques- 
tio) to be debated.Ó This, then, is evidence that principial speeches were 
now called collationes. 

As we will see below, the collatio in praise of theology or of the Sen- 
tences resembled a short sermon, also called collatio, which was given 
in liturgical contexts. Accordingly, some modern scholars accepted 'ser- 
mon’ as a fitting translation for a collatio delivered during a senten- 
tial principium.” Against this terminology, however, Katherine Tachau 
convincingly argued that our word ‘sermon’ comes with liturgical con- 
notations that in these cases may be misleading. Therefore, preference 
should and will here be given to our word ‘speech’.® As to the Latin, 
collatio indeed prevails in sources from the fourteenth century.? Yet, in 
order not to confound the collationes given during sentential principia 
with those mentioned above given in liturgical services and with other 
academic occasions also called collationes, I have decided to adopt the 
term collatio principiorum suggested by Damasus "Trapp JI With this 
terminology, I try to occupy a middle ground between the historically 
accurate yet equivocal term collatio and the anachronistic yet precise 
addition principii or principiorum. 

'The collationes principiorum studied in this article all hail from the 
academic years 1317-1319 and thus from the early period after the in- 
troduction of principial debates. More specifically, this article dwells 


See I più antichi statuti della facoltà di teologia dell Università di Bologna. Con- 
tributo alla storia della scolastica medievale, ed. F. EHRLE, Bologna 1932, p. 21, 
]l. 8-11. 

Brown, “Peter of Candia's Sermons" and S. WENZEL, “Academic Sermons at 
Oxford in the Early Fifteenth Century,” in Speculum 70 (1995), pp. 305-329. 
TACHAU, “Looking Gravely,” p. 339 with n. 11. As Tachau points out, this does 
not mean to ignore that the relevant texts are sometimes entitled sermones. 
Furthermore, it also needs to be mentioned that some principial speeches ended 
up in collections of sermons; see, for instance, the case of Francis of Meyronnes, 
below n. 95. 

On further terms also in use in the LD century, especially in England, see 
DUNNE, “A Fourteenth-Century Example," p. 13, and the literature mentioned 
there. 

See D. TRAPP, *Augustinian Theology of the 14th Century: Notes on Editions, 
Marginalia and Book-Lore," Augustiniana 6 (1956), pp. 146-274, at p. 272. For 
more on the term collatio, see O. WEIJERS, Terminologie des universités aux 
XIII siècle (Lessico Intellettuale Europeo, 29), Roma 1987, pp. 372-378. 
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on the principial speeches by Peter Auriol, O.F.M. (reading the Sen- 
tences in Paris 1317-1318), Dionysius of Borgo Sansepolcro, O.E.S.A. 
(Sent. Par. 1317-1318/19), and Landolfo Caracciolo, O.F.M. (Sent. 
Par. 1318-1319). As will be shown, the collationes principiorum by 
these authors are not at all outstanding in character but rather repre- 
sent examples of normal academic practice and therefore may bring us 
in comparably close contact with academic routine. 

However, while I will substantiate this point below, at the same time 
I also wish to emphasize that all texts in question are mainly found in 
commentaries on the Sentences rather than in reportationes of principia 
or other documents directly related to the events to which the present 
volume is dedicated. Furthermore, it will become clear below that these 
texts were incorporated into the commentaries at comparably late stages 
in the composition processes that would lead up to (more or less) pol- 
ished works of scholarly literature. Therefore, in order to do justice to 
their ‘delayed’ transmission, it seems suited to terminologically distin- 
guish the texts found in Sentences commentaries from the collationes 
principiorum properly speaking, that is, the speeches delivered during 
principia. I shall term those collationes principiorum that are trans- 
mitted as parts of commentaries on the Sentences as ‘prefaces’ to the 
respective commentaries whenever I think it is helpful to distinguish the 
literary products from the actual speeches, or when emphasis is put on 
transmission and composition.!? 


11 Only in passing, I also take into consideration one principial collatio by Francis 


of Meyronnes, O.F.M. (Sent. Par. 1320/21). It almost goes without saying that 
to focus on the years 1317-1319 is arbitrary to a certain degree. Within this time 
frame, however, I try to be as comprehensive as possible. There seem to be no 
surviving principial collationes from the academic year 1319-1320, as the exis- 
tence of collationes principiorum by Francis of Marchia O.F.M., one of the viable 
candidates for having authored texts of this genre, at this time has been rejected 
as unlikely by W.O. DUBA, « I sermoni principiali di Francesco d'Appignano », in 
Atti del VI Convegno Internazionale su Francesco d'Appignano, ed. D. PRIORI, 
Jesi 2014, pp. 153-176. In the same year, also Benedict of Assignano, O.P. (see 
V. DE WILDE, « Benoit d'Asignano », in Dictionnaire d'histoire et de géogra- 
phie ecclésiastiques 8 (1935), col. 189—190) read the Sentences, but his principial 
speeches have not been found. 

It should be noted that none of the Latin equivalents to the English ‘preface’, 
such as prooemium, occurs in our manuscripts. I thus take the liberty of in- 
troducing an anachronistic term. In addition to its codicological relevance, the 
term's relative merits also lie in distinguishing the texts scrutinized here from 
prologues to Sentences commentaries. 
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1. Reading principial speeches 


The framework that determined how a principial collatio had to be de- 
livered in the second decade of the fourteenth century at Paris was rather 
strict and conservative. While the innovative part of principia were the 
questions to be debated, the collatio and the oath had a long thirteenth 
and — with regard to inception speeches in general — even twelfth- 
century history. ? Considering that their character did not change very 
much up until the end of the Middle Ages, the collatio and the oath 
were indeed the most conservative parts of sentential principia. 

Likewise, also the rhetorical rules applicable to a principial collatio 
were long established. Being a condensed, short ‘scholastic sermon, 4 
any collatio presented an interpretation of a verse from Scripture in four 
major steps: theme, protheme, division, and subdivision. Preaching 
manuals expected collationes to observe rhetorical conventions also ap- 
plicable to the genre of sermones — as, for example, to avoid the words 
“notandum” or “sciendum” —, whereas other constraints of religious 
rhetoric were loosened for collationes; the use of enumeration, for ex- 
ample, was admitted.!? These rules primarily applied to collationes in 
liturgical contexts, but we also see them at work in principial speeches.!Ó 
For a sentential bachelor, therefore, to deliver this principial speech was 
nothing out of the ordinary but rather a practice that he certainly was 
used to from his theological training. 

The typical features of a principial collatio may be understood best 
by dwelling a little bit on Landolfo Caracciolo's collatio from his first 
principium (1318) as an example. Landolfo begins with the theme [1] 


13 On the medieval history of acts of theological inception before the foundation of 


the Sorbonne, see N. SPATZ, “Evidence of Inception Ceremonies in the Twelfth- 
Century Schools in Paris," in History of Universities 13 (1994), pp. 3-19. For 
some 13" century examples of sentential principial speeches, see GRABMANN, 
„Romanus de Roma“, pp. 179-183. 

'This term was coined by S. WENZEL, Preachers, Poets, and the Early English 
Lyric, Princeton 1986, pp. 61-62: The term *not only suggests a period (post- 
1200) and milieu (the university) in which this sermon form originated but also 
implies certain formal characteristics associated with the mental habits and tech- 
niques of scholasticism, such as the constant urge to prove everything by a scrip- 
tural or patristic ‘authority’ and to progress by way of fixed schemata with 
divisions and subdivisions ...”. 

15 S. WENZEL, Medieval Artes Praedicandi: A Synthesis of Scholastic Sermon 
Structure (Medieval Academy Books, 114), Toronto 2015, pp. 107-109. 
WENZEL, “Academic Sermons,” pp. 305-307. 
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“The first foundation was jasper; the second, sapphire; the third, chal- 
cedony; the fourth, emerald," taken from the vision of the heavenly 
Jerusalem in Rev 21, 19.17 The four members of this passage neatly fit 
with the collatio's purpose, that is, with the praise of the four books of 
Sentences. However, before Caracciolo divides the theme into four mem- 
bers in order to apply them to the Sentences, he introduces a protheme 
[2]!8 from Augustine’s Contra Faustum XI talking about the authority of 
Old and New Testament handed down in the churches through apostolic 
succession: “Every faithful and pious mind submits to this authority,” 
Caracciolo quotes (1. 8). Theme and protheme then jointly give way to 
the next paragraphs [2.1-2.4], where Caracciolo singles out four reasons 
for the intellect to adhere to the authority of Scripture. He associates 
these four reasons or special features (praeconia) of Scripture with the 
theme from Revelation and with passages from Ezekiel, thus applying 
the protheme's message, as it were, to the theme. 

Then follows a division [3].? Applying a similar tetradic pattern, 
Caracciolo introduces a keyword for each of the four books of the Sen- 
tences ({3.1-3.4]) and, after relegating his audience to his future colla- 
tiones on books IV, II, and III for further explanation, he dwells on book 
I in particular detail ([3.1.1]). He links the keyword for this book (cel- 
sum eminentiae, l. 24) to the first member of the theme (fundamentum 
primum iaspis) and, with support from Isidore of Seville's Etymologies 
on the qualities of jasper, he arrives at the conclusion, that *it is God 
himself in whom the subject matter of the first book is founded (fun- 
datur)" (11. 38-39). Finally, in order to complete his division, Caracciolo 
adds one last thread to his network of textual relations by adducing the 
vision of the divine throne in Rev 4: *I was in the spirit (a), and behold, 
a throne was set in heaven, and one sat on the throne (b). And he that 
sat appeared (c) like a jasper and a sardine stone (d): and there was a 
rainbow around the throne (e) and twenty-four elders sitting and four 
beasts and seven lamps (f)" (ll. 41-43). 


In what follows, the numbers and letters in square brackets refer to the para- 
graphs in my edition of Caracciolo's collatio to his lecture on the first book of 
the Sentences in appendix 2 to this article. 

On the function of a protheme in general, see WENZEL, Medieval Artes Praedi- 
candi, pp. 55-59. 

19 WENZEL, Medieval Artes Praedicandi, pp. 65-75. 
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This division provides the basis for the subdivision [4], the last major 
part of Caracciolo's collatio on book I of the Sentences.?? Here, he takes 
passages (b)-(e) from Rev 4 and applies them to four subject matters 
in the Lombard's first book ([4.1-4.4]). Furthermore [5], passage (a) 
refers to Peter Lombard personally as being inspired by the Holy Ghost, 
while passage (f) refers to the sources of divine inspiration in Peter 
Lombard's teaching: the twenty-four elders stand for the twenty-four 
books of the Hebrew Bible, the four beasts figure the four gospels, and 
the seven lamps symbolize the seven gifts of the Holy Spirit. Caracciolo 
rounds off his speech with a concluding passage [6], which again relies on 
the imagery from the theme (fundamentum), bridging the speech with 
the first question of his prologue (ideo pro fundamento quaero unam 
quaestionem, ll. 72-73).21 

Generally speaking, this collatio has an ordinary and conventional 
character. It respects the fundamental rhetorical rules of the genre, it 
serves the purpose to praise the Sentences, and its most characteris- 
tic features (such as tetradic patterns) may be found in many other 
collationes principiorum. Yet again, its conventional character is per- 
haps the most important point, when we consider its historical context, 
for, as Siegfried Wenzel argues, late medieval preachers and audiences 
took pleasure in the display of structural control, not least because such 
control allowed for variation within the boundaries set up by the con- 
ventions of the genre.?? Reading Landolfo Caracciolo's collatio on the 
first book of the Sentences as a proficient display of structural control 
indeed reveals its message, and that is a demonstration of the divine 
authority in Peter Lombard's Sentences. Landolfo conveys this message 
by adding bits and pieces of auctoritates from Scripture and, secondar- 
ily, from theology to the theme or, to be more precise, to its first word 
fundamentum. In the theme [1] he splits up the first word fundamen- 
tum, as it were, into four parts (primum iaspis, secundum sapphirus, 
tertium calcedonius, quartum smaragdus [1.1-1.4]). He then introduces 
the protheme from Augustine's Contra Faustum and finally applies the 
four-fold theme to the four books of the Sentences and their respective 
content (celsum eminentiae, gradus continentiae, nexus existentiae, cul- 
tus efficaciae |3.1-3.4]). As if he were adding water to a stock cube, 


20 On subdivisions and other ways of breaking down the theme even further, see 


WENZEL, Medieval Artes Praedicandi, pp. 78-84. 

For more on this bridging passage in Caracciolo's prefaces, see below around 
n. 93. 

WENZEL, Preachers, Poets, pp. 61—100. 
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Caracciolo subsequently then adds further auctoritates and thereby re- 
peats these divisions and further subdivisions of one word or element 
into four words or elements, thus extending and diluting its flavor. 

This rhetorical strategy not only reflects the general structure of col- 
lationes principiorum as a genre, but in this speech the message also 
corresponds to the constant expansion — in the ratio of 1:4 — of the 
theme's first word, so much so that in each of the four subject matters 
of book I of the Sentences (|4.1—4.4]) the fundamentum, the foundation 
of Lombard's doctrine upon divine authority, remains implicitly present. 
On the level of rhetoric, it remains present even up to the concluding 
passage of the collatio, at least to such an extent that the bridging pas- 
sage towards the first question of the prologue ([6]) returns to the first 
word of the speech *fundamentum" in an organic and elegant way. 

Ever since Damasus Trapp’s monumental article (1956) on Augus- 
tinian theology in the fourteenth century, probably the best-known fea- 
tures of principial collationes are their ^heraldic mystifications" in the re- 
spective themes. By way of choosing a theme that would somehow reflect 
their names (Trapp mentions three different strategies), the sentential 
bachelors made their personal mark during their first public appearance 
before faculty and students and often at the beginning of their published 
Sentences commentaries as well. According to Trapp, “these heraldic 
mystifications must be considered common practice to secure ‘copyright’ 
during the historical-minded 14th century"?? Furthermore, the mystifi- 
cations or puns obviously offered another opportunity for bachelors to 
entertain their audience and to deliver a brilliant performance. And fi- 
nally, the puns also allowed up-and-coming theologians to rhetorically 
insert themselves into a long tradition of Christian thought and, through 
this insertion, into the intellectual community at the Parisian faculty of 
theology.?4 

If Caracciolo’s choice of his thematic “fundamentum” may be under- 
stood as a partial anagram of his latinized first name, as Chris Schabel 


? Trapp, “Augustinian Theology," p. 270. K. TACHAU (TACHAU, “Looking 


Gravely") has explained the comical nature these puns could bear. U. ZAHND 
manages a website on “Heraldic Puns in Medieval Principia,” with a current 
bibliography, http://puns.zahnd.be/ (last accessed 13 March 2016). 

U. ZAHND, „Der Dank an die Meister. Anmerkungen zu einigen gratiarum ac- 
tiones spätmittelalterlicher Sentenzenvorlesungen*, in Schüler und Meister, ed. 
A. SPEER, T. JESCHKE (Miscellanea Mediaevalia, 39), Berlin 2016, pp. 81-105 
discusses the socially stabilizing effects of principia. 
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suggests, Landolfo could have chosen this theme for any or all three 
reasons mentioned above. On the level of rhetoric, his medieval audi- 
ence may have found pleasure in the playful omnipresence of his ana- 
grammatized name throughout the speech. For this, one already dis- 
cussed passage in the collatio is particularly illustrative, because it also 
highlights Landolfo’s ‘presence’ in the tradition of Christian theology 
([3.1.1]). By way of an oxymoron — celsum eminentiae in summitate, 
for the first book's subject matter, and fundamentum primum. iaspis 
from the theme —, Landolfo establishes a vertical dimension, which he 
re-emphasizes by claiming that the subject matter of book I is *founded" 
(fundatur) upon God himself. This vertical dimension is picked up in 
the following passage from Rev 4: “I was in the spirit, and behold, a 
throne was set in heaven," with Landolfo explaining in the next para- 
graph that ^he who was in the spirit is the Master of the Sentences" 
(1l. 40-44). Peter Lombard's gaze into the heavens, in figurative analogy 
to the vision of the divine throne in Rev 4 and in combination with 
the fundamentum, that is, with Landolfo himself, thus underscores the 
claim to divine inspiration by suggesting a vertical dimension through 
the network of textual relations between Landolfo (— fundamentum), 
Peter Lombard and his Sentences, and the biblical book of Revelation. 
Perhaps his medieval audience, being used to rhetorical constructions 
like this, understood that Caracciolo aimed at stressing a continuity 
and connection between himself, Peter Lombard, and Holy Scripture. 
In any case, Caracciolo's audience most certainly recognized his effort 
to portray himself as a part of this tradition and, thereby, as a member 
of the academic community. 

With one exception, Caracciolo's theme also provides a unique incipit 
for all versions of his commentaries on each book of the Sentences.? 
Caracciolo's theme, therefore, is a nice example of the copyright func- 
tion of heraldic puns observed by Trapp.?/ Yet, I think it is important 


C.D. SCHABEL, “The Commentary on the Sentences by Landulphus Caracciolus, 
OFM,” Bulletin de Philosophie Médiévale 51 (2009), pp. 145-219, at pp. 156-157. 
For the incipits, see SCHABEL, “The Commentary," p. 178 (book I), p. 191 (book 
II), p. 205 (book III, redaction B), p. 207 (book IV), the exception being book 
III, redaction A (see below, around n. 96-97). 

See above, around n. 23. The copyright function becomes particularly clear in 
the slightly earlier case of Durand of St.-Pourçain’s troubles with the different 
versions of his Sentences commentary. In the epilogue to his last redaction (red. 
C, not before 1317), Durand talks about the great confusion which his commen- 
taries were subjected to. In order to avoid such confusion in the future, he tells 
us, “I approve only that work which in all books begins with ‘Est deus in coelo 
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to note that if the copyright function is of any particular importance at 
all, that primarily applies to written commentaries and therefore should 
not be taken as the crucial purpose of heraldic puns in principial colla- 
tiones strictly speaking, that is, in spoken addresses delivered as parts of 
principia. For these occasions, the purposes of heraldic puns discussed 
above, namely rhetorical entertainment and the insertion of the bache- 
lor into the tradition of Christian thought, have greater plausibility as 
motives. 

'The copyright function of our texts is, indeed, of secondary charac- 
ter, chiefly because it was the result of complex revisions applied to 
commentaries on the Sentences. Simplifying this sometimes rather com- 
plex process of composing and revising, we may distinguish three stages. 
First, the bachelors, figuring as the authors of the commentaries, revised 
reportationes of their lectures drawn up by students specifically desig- 
nated to this task. Then the authors re-wrote the commentary and 
sometimes added material from their principia debates by drawing on 
further reportationes, not of the lectures, but of the principial debates. 
And finally, they went through the commentary once more, added fur- 
ther source material, and eventually came up with a version ready to be 
published.?5 

As I will show on the following pages, it was usually at this third and 
last stage of revising and composing the commentary that the authors 
incorporated their principial speeches into the all-but-completed work. 
With regard to the speeches themselves, this of course implies an im- 
portant transformation as to their function. For while the collationes 


revelans’ as the one edited and corrected by myself" (DURANDUS DE SANCTO 
PORCIANO, Sent. IV, conclusio operis, ed. Venezia 1571, p. 423b); see J. KOCH, 
Durandus de S. Porciano, O.P. Forschungen zum Streit um Thomas von Aquin 
zu Beginn des 14. Jahrhunderts. Erster Teil: Literargeschichtliche Grundlegung 
(Beitráge zur Geschichte der Philosophie und Theologie des Mittelalters, 26), 
Münster 1927, pp. 14-16. 

Bill Duba meticulously reconstructed this process for Francis of Marchia's Sen- 
tences commentary; W.O. DuBA, “Rebuilding the Stemma: Understanding 
the Manuscript Tradition of Francis of Marchia's Commentaries on Book II of 
the Sentences," in Durand of Saint-Pourçain and His Sentences Commentary: 
Historical, Philosophical, and Theological Issues, ed. A. SPEER, F. RETUCCI, 
T. JESCHKE, G. GULDENTOPS (Recherches de Théologie et Philosophie Médié- 
vales. Bibliotheca, 9), Leuven 2014, pp. 119-169, at pp. 135-154. For Caracciolo, 
who applied the same revision-process, see W.O. DUBA, “Masters and Bachelors 
in Paris 1319: The lectio finalis of Landolfo Caracciolo, OFM,” in Schüler und 
Meister, ed. A. SPEER, T. JESCHKE (Miscellanea Mediaevalia, 39), Berlin 2016, 
pp. 315-365. 
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principiorum originally opened the academic ceremony, in their new role 
as prefaces to Sentences commentaries they now introduced a literary 
work. And it was only in their new role as prefaces that the heraldic 
puns took on the copyright function in addition to their further purposes 
described above.” In order to better understand this transformation in 
the time discussed here, I shall now discuss the individual cases of Peter 
Auriol, Dionysius of Borgo Sansepolcro, and Landolfo Caracciolo. 


2. Peter Auriol, O.F.M. (c. 1280-1322) 


Peter Auriol read the Sentences two or three times, perhaps at the Fran- 
ciscan studium in Bologna (before 1314), then at the Toulouse studium 
(c. 1314-1316), and finally at the University of Paris (1317-1318)%0. 
'The Toulouse lecture on book I, possibly together with bits and pieces 
from Bologna, provide the basis for Auriol's Scriptum super primum, 
while his commentary on all four books, the so-called Reportatio, for the 
most part is connected to the courses at Paris.?! Only the Scriptum in 
primum is a definitive edition approved by the author, whereas Auriol's 
‘Parisian’ commentary survives in different versions that reflect different 
stages on the way towards a final edition; yet, such a definitive edition 
of the ‘Parisian’ commentaries does not seem to be extant.?? In both 
the Scriptum and the Reportatio all books, at least in one version, come 


29 
30 


For the copyright function, see above, at and around n. 23. 

'The date of Auriol's lecture on the Sentences at Paris has recently been corrected 

to 1317-1318 in C. SCHABEL, W.O. DuBA, “Remigio, Auriol, Scotus, and the 

Myth of the Two-Year Sentences Lecture at Paris," in Recherches de Théologie 

et Philosophie Médiévales 84 (2017), pp. 143-179. 

3! See L.O. NIELSEN, “Peter Auriol’s Way with Words: The Genesis of Pe- 
ter Auriol’s Commentaries on Peter Lombard’s First and Fourth Books of 
the Sentences,” in Mediaeval Commentaries on the Sentences of Peter Lom- 
bard, vol. 1: Current Research, ed. G.R. EvANs, Leiden 2002, pp. 149-219, 
at pp. 151-169. Nielsen employs the siglum LCI for Auriol's long commen- 
tary on book I and SC1-4 for his ‘Parisian’ commentary. By calling the for- 
mer commentary Scriptum and the latter Reportatio, I stick to the terminol- 
ogy used in the manuscript tradition. Notice, however, that the Reportatio 
does not constitute a collection of students notes but rather a complex cor- 
pus of different versions of the commentary; see NIELSEN, “Auriol’s Way with 
Words,” pp. 211-214. For a general introduction to Auriol, see R.L. FRIEDMAN, 
“Peter Auriol,” in Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Fall 2015 Edition), ed. 
E.N. ZALTA, http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2015/entries/auriol/ (last 
accessed 10 June 2016). 

3? NIELSEN, “Auriol’s Way with Words," p. 211. 
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with proper prefaces, which represent Auriol's principial collationes in 
different ways. 

The preface to the Scriptum in primum begins with the theme “<The 
hand» opened the book in front of me; it was written on the front and 
on the back" (Ezek 2, 9),?? whereas the protheme is taken from a homily 
by Gregory the Great on exactly the same passage.’ In the division, 
Auriol explains that in the theme he finds three points that require 
further explication, one with respect to Peter Lombard (corresponding 
with “<the hand opened the book” in the theme), another with respect 
to himself and his fellow readers of the Sentences (*before me" in the 
theme), and a third with respect to the Sentences themselves (“it was 
written on the front and on the back" in the theme).?? The remainder 
of the text results in three subdivisions (which dwell on the three points 
from the division respectively) and it ends with a comparably long con- 
cluding passage "D Considering these formal features of the preface, it 
seems that Auriol simply attached the collatio which he had delivered 
at the Franciscan studium (most likely) in Toulouse to his Scriptum in 
primum. 

Turning now to Auriol’s ‘Parisian’ commentary, things look differ- 
ently. The prefaces to the four books of this commentary all feature 
themes that revolve around the word “rota”; most likely, this was Au- 
riol's heraldic pun, because if translated into the vernacular it may have 
sounded like the author's name.” Now, these are Auriol's themes in the 
Reportatio: 


33 PETRUS AUREOLI, Scriptum super primum Sententiarum, prooem., ed. 


E.M. BUYTAERT (Franciscan Institute Publications. Text Series, 3), St. Bonaven- 
ture, N.Y. 1952, p. 127, 8 1, ll. 5-6: “‘Expandit librum coram me, qui scriptus 
erat intus et foris', Ezech. 2.” 

See PETRUS AUREOLI, Scriptum, prooem., ed. BUYTAERT, p. 127, § 1, ll. 10-19. 
The reference points to: GREGORIUS MAGNUS, Homiliae in Hiezechihelem 
prophetam I, hom. IX, 29, ed. M. ADRIAEN (Corpus Christianorum. Series 
Latina, 142), p. 139, Il. 590-600. 

See PETRUS AUREOLI, Scriptum, prooem., ed. BUYTAERT, p. 128, § 3. 

PETRUS AUREOLI, Scriptum, prooem., ed. BUYTAERT, p. 131, § 10: “Nos igitur, 
qui Deo duce ad libri huius expositionem toto conamine properamus, eius aper- 
tionem a Leone dignissimo et Agno mansuetissimo postulemus, Domino Iesu 
Christo; quam nobis ipse concedat qui cum Patre et Spiritu Sancto vivit et 
regnat. Amen.” On concluding passages in scholastic sermons in general, see 
WENZEL, Medieval Artes Praedicandi, pp. 85-86. 

'TRAPP, “Augustinian Theology,” p. 271. 
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I | Ingredere in medio rotarum quae sunt subtus cherubim (Ezek 10, 2)?5 
II Rota una iuxta cherub unum et rota alia iuxta cherub unum (Ezek 10, 
9)39 


III Quasi si sit rota in medio rotae (Ezek 1, 16)*° 
IV Spiritus vitae erat in rotis (Ezek 1, 21)?! 


Despite the obvious similarities in the themes, the four prefaces expose 
noticeable differences. First of all, the prefaces to books II, III, and IV, 
cover only one or even less than one column in the manuscripts, and thus 
they are considerably shorter than the preface to book I. This latter text 
covers two and a half columns and thereby reaches a standard length 
in comparison with, for instance, Landolfo Caracciolo. Second, the 
variations in length are partially due to the omission of any protheme 
in the prefaces to books II, III, and IV. And third, the divisiones in the 
prefaces to books II and IV are organized in rhymes, whereas in the case 
of book I and III the divisiones are in prose.* 

Regarding the relation between Auriol's prefaces and his principial 
collationes, that is, the speeches delivered in the lecture hall, these ob- 
servations, of course, pose more questions than they provide answers. 
Their transmission history, however, may help to elucidate these cases 
individually and Auriol's composing and revising of his commentaries 
more generally. The quantitative evidence of the inclusion of the pref- 
ace by book in the manuscript tradition appears as follows: 


38 PETRUS AUREOL, Reportatio I, prooem., Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica Vati- 


cana, Borgh. 123, f. 1r. 

PETRUS AUREOLI, Reportatio II, prooem., appendix 1, § 1. Trapp's suggestion 
that Auriol's theme for book II (*rota una ... rota alia") could refer two a 
“double edition" of the commentary (TRAPP, “Augustinian Theology," p. 271), 
seems rather far-fetched, as Auriol simply associates the first “rota” with the 
created world and links the second “rota” with man, which is a “minor mundus” 
(ibid., $$ 3.1 and 3.3); he thus finds two of the main subject matters of book II 
in one and the same theme. 

PETRUS AUREOLI, Reportatio III, ^ Et quia magister", prooem., Toulouse, Bib- 
liothéque Municipale, Ms. 243, f. 1r. 

PETRUS AUREOLI, Reportatio IV, prooem., ed. Rome 1605, p. 1. 

See below, appendix 2. 

See PETRUS AUREOLI, Reportatio II, prooem., appendix 1, § 4. In some manu- 
scripts, the scribe highlighted the rhythmic divisiones by setting them off from 
the rest of the text; see my notes on the edition in appendix 1 and, for another 
example, PETRUS AUREOLI, Reportatio IV, Vicenza, Biblioteca Civica Berto- 
liana, Ms. 198, f. 1ra: 

sanativus et medicinalis ` medicinalis et sanativus in tractatu sacramentorum 
decisivus et iudicialis iudicialis et decisivus in tractatu puniendorum 
conclusivus et imperialis ` universalis et et conclusivus in tractatu stipendiorum 
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Table 1: 
Preface Witness(es) Mss. Ratio* 
I Vaticano, BAV, Borgh. 123, f. 1ra-vb (= V") 1 out of 3 mss. 
II 1) Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, lat. 3066, 2 out of 9 
f. 1ra-b (= Pb) mss.*7 
2) Pelplin, Biblioteka Seminarium duchownego, 
46/85, f. 114ra (= Pj)*6 
III 1) Florence, Biblioteca Medicea-Laurenziana, Plut. 3 out of 7 mss. 
32 dext. 12, f. 1ra (L) 
2) Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, lat. 
17484, f. lra-b (= P) 
3) Toulouse, Bibliothéque Municipale, 243, f. 1ra (— 
pe 
IV 1) Florence, Biblioteca Medicea-Laurenziana, Plut. 5 out of 6 mss. 
32 dext. 12, f. 41ra and ed. Rome 


2) Padua, Biblioteca Antoniana, Ms. 160 scaff. ix, 1605 
f. lra 

3) Pelplin, Biblioteka Seminarium duchownego, 
46/85, f. 1ra 

4) Toulouse, Bibliothèque Municipale, 243, f. 41ra 

5) Vicenza, Bertoliana, 198, f. 1ra 


Significantly, the presence of the prefaces in the manuscript traditions 
reflects different versions and revisions of the commentary; or to put 
it more clearly, only some versions and revisions of Auriol’s ‘Parisian’ 
commentary come with the prefaces. In a fairly consistent pattern, these 
are relatively late versions and revisions. 


The most patent case is the preface to Auriol’s commentary on book 


IV, 


which survives in two major revisions. The later, more elaborate 
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46 


47 


48 


The ratio between the manuscripts that witness the prefaces and those that 
contain (any version of) the commentary on the respective book of the Sentences. 
I neither count those manuscripts that pick up anywhere after the prologue 
or the first distinction of the respective book, nor those witnesses containing 
abbreviations that omit the beginning. 

Siglum taken from NIELSEN, “Auriol’s Way with Words,” p. 216. 

Sigla taken from C. SCHABEL, “Place, Space, and the Physics of Grace in Auriol's 
Sentences Commentary," in Vivarium 38 (2000), pp. 117-161, at p. 155. 

V. HEYNCK, „Die Kommentare des Petrus Aureoli zum dritten Sentenzenbuch“, 
in Franziskanische Studien 51 (1969), pp. 1-77, at p. 40, n. 18 suggests that 
Düsseldorf, Universitáts- und Landesbibliothek, Ms. B 159 originally contained 
the preface, which would make this manuscript a third witness. 

Sigla taken from W.O. DUBA, “The Immaculate Conception in the Works of 
Peter Auriol,” in Vivarium 38 (2000), pp. 5-34, at p. 6, n. 1. 
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revision, dubbed by Lauge Nielsen as the “Common Version,” is extant 
in the majority of witnesses (table 1, line IV, nos. 2-5) as well as in the 
seventeenth century printed edition, while only one manuscript trans- 
mits the “Salamanca Version,” which probably “reflects Auriol’s lectures 
as baccalareus sententiarius in Paris”4; the Salamanca Version does not 
contain the preface. Seemingly, therefore, the incorporation of the pref- 
ace into the commentary was part of the revision process that led to 
the Common Version, that is, the late rather than the more immediate 
product of Auriol's lectures in Paris. It is an open question whether 
the Florence manuscript (table 1, line IV, no. 1) that witnesses parts 
of both the Common and the Salamanca Version reflects an interme- 
diary stage between the two major versions. The fact, however, that 
at the beginning of the commentary the Florence manuscript follows 
the Salamanca Version and yet transmits the preface could suggest that 
the preface to Auriol’s commentary on book IV may have also travelled 
independently from either surviving version.?! 

As to its content, the preface to book IV resembles the preface to 
book II; I have edited the latter in the first appendix to this article. 
Both texts start off with a proper theme [1]°? followed by a breakdown 
of the respective book into sections [2], which Auriol associates one by 
one with parts of the theme [3]. The rhythmic divisiones mentioned 
above [4] elucidate how exactly the contents of the books relate to the 
words of the theme [4.1—4.4]. Finally, concluding passages round off the 
texts, in the case of book II by again picking up words from the theme 
[5]. 

These cases suggest that we are dealing with prefaces rather than 
collationes, with redacted texts rather than public speeches. For while 
nothing prohibits us from assuming that the prefaces originate in Auriol's 
principial collationes — in fact, Auriol may have used the same notes 
for both the collatio and the preface — these texts do not seem to reflect 
the style of an orally performed speech. In the case of book IV, the com- 
parably late incorporation of our text into the commentary furthermore 


49 NIELSEN, “Auriol’s Way with Words," p. 188. 

?? On the relation between and characteristics of these versions, see NIELSEN, “Au- 
riol’s Way with Words,” pp. 171-189. 

For a more comprehensive description of the Florence manuscript, see NIELSEN, 
“Auriol’s Way with Words,” p. 172, n. 68. 

For the themes see above, at n. 38-41. The following numbers in square brackets 
refer to my edition of the preface to book II (appendix 1). For the preface to 
book IV, see PETRUS AUREOLI, Reportatio IV, prooem., ed. Rome 1605, p. 1. 
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is evidence for temporal distance between the academic performance 
and the published preface. Only by an argumentum. ex silentio could 
we infer that a relatively late incorporation into the commentary is the 
case for book II as well. This would suggest that those two (out of 
nine) witnesses transmitting the preface to book II make up a distinct 
group within the tradition of Auriol’s commentary on the second book, 
reflecting a late redactional stage.?? 

If we compare the third book of Auriol’s ‘Parisian’ Sentences com- 
mentary with his books IV, II, and I, the third book is perhaps the least 
developed literary product of his lectures on the Sentences at Paris. 
William Duba, in his magisterial study on book III, has demonstrated 
that we have two major versions of this commentary, the earlier one 
being a product of Auriol's lectures in Toulouse and possibly Bologna, 
and the second going back to his courses at Darts D! Not surprisingly, 
the preface appears only in the manuscripts LPT (table 1, line III, nos. 
1-3), which transmit the later version. The preface's immediate liter- 
ary context in the LP'T tradition, however, has led modern scholars to 
suggest that the preface either belongs to a further version in addition 
to the major two versions or to a proper stage in the revision process of 
the LPT tradition, because that preface, together with a divisio textus 
of the first distinction of the third book and three questions on the same 
distinction, appears to be set off from the remainder of the commentary 
in the LPT tradition, the so-called 72 questions. Valens Heynck argued 
that the portion at the beginning of the LPT tradition constitutes a 


More studies on the tradition of this book need to be published before the quan- 
titative evidence shown above (2 out 9 relevant mss. transmitting the preface) 
may be interpreted with any certainty. SCHABEL, “Place, Space, and the Physics 
of Grace," pp. 155-157 reports the manuscripts that transmit the preface under 
sigla Pb and Pj as belonging to one of two groups within the tradition (in this 
case for Reportatio Il, d. 2, pars 3, q. 1). The most recent critical edition 
from this book (T. HOFFMANN, “Peter Auriol on Practical Judgment and An- 
gelic Sin,” in Contingenza e libertà. Teorie francescane del primo Trecento, ed. 
G. ALLINEY, M. FEDELI, A. PERTOSA, Macerata 2012, pp. 45-75, at pp. 65-75) 
disregards our manuscripts as does W.O. DuBA, “The Legacy of the Bologna 
studium in Peter Auriol’s Hylomorphism," in Philosophy and Theology in the 
Studia of the Religious Orders and at Papal and Royal Courts, ed. K. EMERY, 
JR., W.J. CouRTENAY, S.M. METZGER (Rencontres de Philosophie Médiévale, 
15), Turnhout 2012, pp. 277—302. 

Dusa, “The Immaculate Conception," p. 34. In this article, Duba argues that 
the second version may, perhaps indirectly, reflect Auriol's lectures in Toulouse 
as well. As Duba told me in a personal communication, however, he has now 
come to the conclusion that this version is almost certainly only ‘Parisian’. 
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proper version of the commentary.??" And William Duba suggested that 
the three questions following the preface belong to a late stage in the 
revision process of one and the same commentary.°6 

The manuscript evidence largely corroborates Duba’s view. The ex- 
plicit of the first portion (Preface, divisio textus, and three questions) 
reads “Expliciunt tres questiones ordinarie «om. P> composite. Quod 
sequitur est reportatum," namely the 72 questions.°’ It is not clear 
whether “ordinarie” is an adjective or an adverb in LT, but if we follow 
the lead of P, which omits the word, it seems that what ends here are 
composed questions as opposed to reported questions, and consequently 
“ordinarie” may be an adverb. Therefore, the preface, the divisio tex- 
tus, and the three questions on distinction one could indeed represent 
an ‘ordinatio’ redaction of the 72 questions, which however did not get 
beyond the first distinction. DÉ Altogether, it seems plausible that pref- 
ace, divisio textus, and the three questions on distinction one perhaps 
are the traces of the most developed revision of Auriol's commentary 
on book III, which was supposed to elaborate on the 72 questions going 
back to Auriol's lecture in Paris. 

The broader picture seems to be as follows: Auriol began revising 
and redacting his Paris lecture on the third book of the Sentences by 
incorporating a preface into the commentary and by working on dis- 
tinction one. This endeavor took him only through to three quarters 
into the first distinction, and from there forward this very fragmentary 
redaction travelled as part of a composite version with the “reported” 
72 questions in the LPT tradition.?? Auriol, therefore, once again in- 
corporated the preface into his commentary at a comparably late stage 
in the redactional process. Surprisingly though, in comparison with his 
prefaces to books IV and II, Auriol’s preface to book III is lengthier in 


HEYNCK, „Die Kommentare“, pp. 18-19. 

DuBA, “The Immaculate Conception,” p. 6, n. 3 and p. 8. 

L, f. 8ra; P, f. 7va; T, f. 8vb. See also the incipits and explicits in HEYNCK, 
„Die Kommentare“, pp. 18-19. 

This assumption may be further corroborated by the tables of content in LPT. 
While the tabula quaestionum in P, f. 28r omits the three questions on distinction 
one and only notes the 72 questions, the tabulae in L, f. 38vb-39rb and T, 
f. 116vb-117ra note the two redactions without any gap or break; on the latter 
table, see DuBA, “The Immaculate Conception,” p. 33, n. 42. 

In this article I cannot take into account the remaining witnesses of Auriol's com- 
mentary on book III. My reconstruction, however, neither excludes nor prohibits 
further complications in the manuscript tradition as, for example, contamina- 
tions between the early SX version and the LPT tradition. 
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character and stylistically less polished. While on the one hand it does 
not have a protheme and thus, just like the prefaces to books IV and 
II, it is not simply identical with the principial speech, this preface, on 
the other hand, lacks the rhythmic divisiones and the concise character 
of the other two prefaces. It only applies the subjects of three parts of 
the third book of the Lombard's Sentences to the theme.9? Whether or 
not Auriol's seemingly busy schedule at the end of his Parisian time as a 
bachelor of the Sentences explains this rather random, underdeveloped 
character of the preface is of course open to speculation.9! 

In contrast to the prefaces discussed so far, Auriol's preface to book I 
of the Reportatio takes us to his first Parisian collatio as closely as one 
can at this remove, for it features all standard elements of the genre. Af- 
ter introducing his theme, Auriol takes his protheme from John of Dam- 
ascus’s De fide orthodoxa.9? Then, after having commended Scripture, 
Auriol goes on to praise the Lombard and his Sentences before he comes 
to a threefold division with corresponding subdivisions.9? The text ends 
with a conclusion that again draws on the words of the theme (“Go in 
among the wheels underneath the cherubim"). Now, this concluding 
passage is particularly interesting as it evokes the actual performance 
of a principial collatio. Auriol *exhorts" himself and his audience to 
“mentally ascend” to the “kingdom” of God by studying the “cherubic 
books," i.e. the Sentences, *so that everything we say may be verified 
by what is written «in the Psalter>: ‘And He rode upon a cherub and 


flew; He flew upon the wings of the wind":9^ The assumption that this 


99 Auriol distinguishes three parts (tractatus) within the third book (de naturarum 
insertione, de animarum redemptione, and de virtutum et gratiarum divisione) 
without, however, telling the reader the extent of the treatises, unlike as in the 
prefaces to books IV and II. 

Roughly two weeks after the end of his lectures, Auriol was promoted to the ranks 
of a regent master by pope John XXII. His new duties could have kept him from 
reworking the remainder of his commentary on the third book. For historical 
context, see F. WOLLER, Theologie und Wissenschaft bei Petrus Aureoli. Ein 
scholastischer Entwurf aus dem frühen 14. Jahrhundert (Studien und Texte zur 
Geistesgeschichte des Mittelalters, 117), Leiden 2015, pp. 20-21. 

For the theme, see above, at n. 38. The protheme is taken from IOHANNES DA- 
MASCENUS, De fide orthodoxa, Burgundionis Versio, cap. 90, 8 2, ed. E.M. Buv- 
TAERT (Franciscan Institute Publications. Text Series, 8), St. Bonaventure, N.Y. 
1955, pp. 336-337. 

'The theme, according to Auriol, describes the Sentences as a book contectus pro- 
funditate, perfectus integritate, and protectus auctoritate; see PETRUS AUREOLI, 
Reportatio I, prooem., V’, f. Irb. 

PETRUS AUREOLI, Reportatio I, prooem., V’, f. Iva: “Unum tamen est quod 
exhortor, videlicet ut super istos libros cherubicos cum de ratione et studio 
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closely reflects Auriol's speech in front of the Paris theology faculty is 
corroborated by the prologue to book I, that is, by the immediate lit- 
erary context of the preface. At the beginning of the prologue, Auriol 
notes that his socii had discussed a series of introductory questions on 
the nature of theology and that Auriol himself now adds his own ques- 
tion. Thus, the close connection between the opening sections of the 
commentary and Auriol's principium seems to be patently clear: preface 
and prologue apparently transmit Auriol's first sentential principium in 
Paris. 

A closer analysis of Auriol’s ‘Parisian’ commentary on book I, however, 
reveals that these opening sections, again, may not reflect the princi- 
pium in a one-dimensional way. Thanks to Lauge Nielsen's studies, we 
now know that all three surviving manuscripts represent three distinct 
stages in revision of the whole commentary and that the prologue in 
particular showcases Auriol’s highly complex approach to the composi- 
tion of his literary output.?6 Although the quantitative situation makes 
the precise reconstruction of a sequence between the redactions just a 
matter of higher or lesser probabilities, it can hardly be disputed that 
manuscript V’ reflects the most advanced stage. Whereas all three ex- 
tant manuscripts transmit Auriol's principial questions in the prologue 
to varying extent and form, only V', which overall is the most uniform 
and complete manuscript,” transmits the preface. The transmission of 


mentaliter ascendamus ut de quolibet nostrum verificetur quod scriptum est 
«Ps. 17, 11»: Ascendit super cherubim et volavit super pennas ventorum. Et ubi 
volabimus nisi in locum a deo nobis paratum, de quo scriptum est «Mt. 25, 34»: 
Venite benedicti patris mei, percipite vobis paratum regnum ab origine mundi. 
Ad hoc regnum perducat nos dei filius, filius benedictus qui cum patre et spiritu 
sancto vivit et regnat in saecula saeculorum. Amen." 
PETRUS AUREOLI, Reportatio I, prooem., V’, f. 1va: “Quaesito igitur a sociis 
de theologia, an sit scientia, an sit necessaria, et an sit speculativa vel practica, 
et quomodo sit una, et quid sit subiectum in ea ... idcirco haec inquisitio in 
nostro principio proponatur. Quaeritur ergo utrum natura divina compatiatur 
in se et ex sui ratione scientificam perscrutationem" One of these socii is again 
mentioned ibid., prol, pars 1, q. 1, a. 2, V', f. 5rb-5va, in the context of 
abstractive and intuitive cognition. On Auriol’s first Parisian principium, see 
L. O. NIELSEN, “The Intelligibility of Faith and the Nature of Theology: Peter 
Auriole's Theological Programme,” in Studia Theologica 53 (1999), pp. 26-39, at 
pp. 27-29. I would like to thank William Duba for correcting my initial reading 
of this passage. 
96 NIELSEN, “Auriol’s Way with Words," pp. 202-210. 
97 The questions contained in V? are attested in the only known complete tabula 
quaestionum of Auriol's ‘Parisian’ commentary on all four books found at the 
end of the manuscript Toulouse, Bibliothèque Municipale, 243, ff. 124rb-127vb. 


Inaugural Speeches 


the preface to book I of Auriol's Reportatio, therefore, seemingly lines up 
with the transmission of the prefaces to the remaining books, for it was 
incorporated into the commentary at a late stage, indeed, at the latest 
redactional stage that we know of. In conclusion, the material result- 
ing from Auriol's questions and from his collatio both delivered during 
his first Parisian principium formed a literary unit over the course of 
the revision process. Apparently, the principial questions were incorpo- 
rated into the prologue at an intermediary revision stage, whereas the 
principial collatio belongs to the latest stage. 

It is not just a matter of terminological convention to call Peter Au- 
riol's opening sections in his ‘Parisian’ commentary ‘prefaces’ instead 
of ‘collationes’. As we have seen, these texts became parts of Auriol’s 
commentaries at late stages in the revision processes leading towards the 
final literary products of his lectures. Thus, they may be understood as 
literary devices rather than ceremonial speeches, although of course it is 
entirely possible that these texts that survive as prefaces may have also 
served as notes for or abbreviations of the principial speeches. Yet, in 
particular the cases of books IV and II highlight the literary effect that 
Auriol may have intended by incorporating these texts as prefaces into 
his commentaries. They seem to constitute short introductions to the 
contents of the books in question and, by dwelling on the heraldic pun 
(“rota”) in the theme, they also authenticate the commentary and thus 
provide a copyright function. In the case of book III, the preface is less 
polished and concise in character, whereas the preface to book I comes 
in the form of a principial collatio, that is, with all conventional features 
of the genre. The latter case of book I is particularly interesting, as it 
suggests that Auriol first incorporated material from his Parisian prin- 
cipium into the prologue. Then, in a later revision, he took the collatio 
from the same principium and attached it to his commentary as a pref- 
ace. Considering that in contrast to the Reportatio only the Scriptum 
in primum is a completely revised and approved Sentences commentary 
by Auriol, we may reasonably regard the preface to the Scriptum as 
an example of the level of polish Auriol was seeking with his Reporta- 
tio prefaces as well. Supporting this hypothesis, the preface to book I 
of the Reportatio closely resembles its older sibling, the preface to the 
Scriptum in primum. Auriol may thus have striven for solemn prefaces, 


See NIELSEN, “Auriol’s Way with Words,” pp. 152-154 for the complete account 
of the manuscript tradition. DUBA, “The Immaculate Conception,” p. 33, n. 42 
discusses the tabula quaestionum in Toulouse, Bibliotheque Municipale, 243 as 
well. 
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evoking ceremonious collationes principiorum, to his commentaries on 
book I. These grand openings would not only introduce the commentary 
on book I but also, in the case of the Reportatio, the whole work. For 
the remaining books of the Reportatio, Auriol may have envisioned quick 
and easy introductions, just like the prefaces to books IV and II. In this 
— purely hypothetical — scenario, Auriol’s preface to book III may be 
an intermediary form, somewhere between a solemn preface and a short 
introduction. 


3. Dionysius of Borgo Sansepolcro, O.E.S.A. 
(c. 1285-1342) 


'The Augustinian Dionysius of Borgo Sansepolcro was an enigmatic writer 
fluent in both intellectual cultures of the fourteenth century, scholasti- 
cism and humanism. While we do not know much about his scholastic 
career before and after his lecture on the Sentences at Paris, we have 
great testimony about him as Franceso Petrarca's spiritual father and 
as Giovanni Boccaccio's teacher at Naples (c. 1338-1340).% Dionysius’ 
most famous work, a commentary on Valerius Maximus’ Facta et dicta 
memorabilia (printed in the fifteenth century), underlines his important 
role in the history of Italian humanism, whereas his commentary on 
books I and II of the Sentences, which constitutes his only surviving 
contribution to scholastic theology, went all but forgotten. The single 
witness of this commentary is a manuscript conserved in the Amploni- 
ana collection at Erfurt. According to Damasus Trapp, who brought 
Dionysius! Sentences commentary to the attention of modern scholar- 
ship, this manuscript displays traces of redactional activities and hence 


$8 On the date of Dionysius’ lecture on the Sentences, see below, n. 70. He became 


master of theology somewhen between 1325 and 1328; see the reconstruction 
of Dionysius’ biography in C. OSER-GROTE, A.E.J. GROTE, „Von Paris nach 
Erfurt und Würzburg: Zum Sentenzenkommentar des Dionysius von Borgo San 
Sepolcro (f 1342) («Codex Amplonianus», UB Erfurt, Dep. Erf. CA. 2° 131)“, 
in Amicorum Societas. Mélanges offerts à Francois Dolbeau pour son 65° an- 
niversaire, ed. J. ELFASSI, C. LANERY, A.-M. TURKAN-VERKERK (Millenio 
Medievale, 96), Firenze 2013, pp. 293-313, at pp. 299-300 and A. MAIER, « La 
formazione scolastica di Dionigi da Borgo Sansepolcro a Parigi », in Dionigi 
da Borgo Sansepolcro fra Petrarca e Boccaccio. Atti del convegno, Sansepolcro, 
11-12 febbraio 2000, ed. F. SUITNER, Città di Castello 2001, pp. 13-26. 
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“is by no means a direct copy from the original" D Because of this scarce 
evidence for the redaction process of Dionysius' commentary, it is not 
possible to determine how far the commentary is removed from his lec- 
ture on the Sentences during the academic year 1317-1318, although the 
simple fact that the commentary is based on the Paris lecture is hardly 
disputable.” Strong internal indicators of its affinity with Paris are the 
traces of Dionysius’ first sentential principium from autumn 1317, which 
survive in the prologue to book I” and, quite probably, in the preface 
to the same book. 

Considering Dionysius’ humanistic leanings, one might expect a fresh 
rhetorical approach to the genre of principial collationes from this pref- 
ace, but this is, in fact, not the case. Spanning across six columns,” 
the rather long text follows all the traditional rules of the genre. After 
the theme “Ascendit Petrus ad superiora domus” (Acts 10, 9), Dionysius 
immediately introduces his protheme from Gregory the Great’s Moralia 


$9? D. Trapp, “The Quaestiones of Dionysius de Burgo O.S.A.," in Augustini- 
anum 3 (1963), pp. 63-78, at p. 71. C. OSER-GROTE, „Von Paris nach Erfurt“, 
pp. 301-312 go over the history of the codex up until Trapp’s preparations for 
his groundbreaking study. The only other known text from Dionysius’ commen- 
tary (the first question of the prologue to book I) survives in Cambridge, Balliol 
College, ms. 63, ff. 24r-26r, see W.J. COURTENAY, “Balliol 63 and Parisian 
Theology around 1320," in Vivarium 47 (2009), pp. 375—406, at p. 381. 
The only secure date for Dionysius’ lecture is from the explicit of the first book; 
DIONYSIUS DE BURGO SANCTI SEPULCHRI, Sent. I, Erfurt-Gotha, Universitáts- 
und Forschungsbibliothek, Dep. Erf., CA 2? 131, f. 96r: “Explicit lectura primi 
libri Sententiarum edita a fratre Dyonisio de Burgo ordinis fratrum heremitarum 
quam finivit Parisius anno domini M°.CCC°.XVII°.XII° die mensis Januarii," 
which according to the modern calendar is January 1318, as in France the year 
began on Easter; see COURTENAY, “Balliol 63," p. 395, n. 46 and SCHABEL, 
DuBA “Remigio, Auriol, Scotus," pp. 163-164. This makes Peter Auriol one of 
Dionysius’ socii. TRAPP, “The Quaestiones," p. 71, A. ZUMKELLER, ,,Die Au- 
gustinerschule des Mittelalters: Vertreter und philosophisch-theologische Lehre 
(Übersicht nach dem heutigen Stand der Forschung)“, in Analecta Augustiniana 
3 (1963), pp. 167-262, at p. 207, and OsER-GROTE, , Von Paris nach Erfurt“, 
p. 297 misread the date and placed Dionysius! lecture in the academic year 
1316-1317. 
See Bill Courtenay's article in this volume on p. 431. 
7? Erfurt-Gotha, Universitáts-und Forschungsbibliothek, Dep. Erf, CA 2? 131, 
ff. 1ra-2rb. 
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in Iob talking about the hidden meanings of Scripture. Next, Diony- 
sius combines theme and protheme, which leads him to the conclusion 
that Peter Lombard, who “ascended to the exposition of Scripture and 
compiled the work of the Sentences" may be justly compared with the 
apostle Peter mentioned in the theme.“ This then gives way to the 
praise of the Sentences, which, as usual, starts off with a divisio made 
up of four clauses, each of which associates the contents of a book of the 
Sentences with a section of the theme.” 

Since Dionysius’ keyword for book I of the Sentences is ascendit, this 
word also provides the basis for the following subdivision.“ According 
to Dionysius, the knowledge contained in book I of the Sentences can 
be looked at from three different perspectives: first, from the act of as- 
cending, whence it is “very difficult" (difficillima) knowledge; second, if 
viewed from the ascension's endpoint, it is “very salutary” (saluberrima); 
and third, considering its effect, for those who study the Sentences the 
knowledge is “very pleasant" (suavissima). For the remainder of the 


73 "The protheme is taken from GREGORIUS MAGNUS, Moralia in Iob IV, praef., ed. 


M. ADRIAEN (Corpus Christianorum. Series Latina, 143), p. 158, ll. 19-28. 
Dionysius’ theme "ascendit Petrus ad superiora domus" may contain a heraldic 
pun. We might assume that those “upper houses" stand for important churches, 
among which the Holy Sepulchre ranks particularly high. From that, we could 
infer that the theme alludes to Dionysius' place of origin, Borgo Sansepolcro. 
I owe this suggestion to Monica Brinzei. 

DIONYSIUS DE BURGO SANCTI SEPULCHRI, Sent. I, prooem., Erfurt-Gotha, 
Universitáts-und Forschungsbibliothek, Dep. Erf., CA 2° 131, f. lra: “De Petro 
Parisiensi episcopo summo doctorum magistro ad expositionem totius scripturae 
ascendente et opus Sententiarum compillante, non incongrue referuntur cum di- 
citur Ascendit Petrus ad superiora domus." 

DIONYSIUS DE BURGO SANCTI SEPULCHRI, Sent. I, prooem., Erfurt-Gotha, 
Universitáts-und Forschungsbibliothek, Dep. Erf., CA 2° 131, f. 1ra-b: “Primo 
ab inquisitione diligenti et congrua divinae maiestatis, ibi ascendit; secundo a 
declaratione affluenti et larga divinae bonitatis, ibi Petrus; tertio a ferventi os- 
tensione talia divinae caritatis, ad superiora; quarto a manifestatione uberrima 
aeternae felicitatis, «domus. Ex primo eius doctrina redditur admirabilis et 
generosa ... ex secundo generaliter et specialiter ... ex tertio amabilis et gra- 
tiosa ... ex quarto delectabilis et fructuosa.” 

At this point of the preface, a note in the margin says: “Principium super primo 
libro" (Erfurt-Gotha, Universitáts-und Forschungsbibliothek, Dep. Erf., CA 2? 
131, f. 1rb). 

DIONYSIUS DE BURGO SANCTI SEPULCHRI, Sent. I, prooem., Erfurt-Gotha, 
Universitáts-und Forschungsbibliothek, Dep. Erf., CA 2? 131, f. Irb: “In quibus 
verbis, si attendo ascensionis actum, scientia primi libri apparet difficillima; si 
considero* ascensionis terminum, occurrit omni voluntati saluberrima; sed si 
animadverto ascensionis effectum, ostenditur studentibus utilis et suavissima." 
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preface, Dionysius dwells on the meaning that these three words ( difficil- 
lima, saluberrima, suavissima) have for the first book of the Sentences. 

'The preface's unusual length is mostly due to the extensive quotations 
Dionysius employs to make his point. Just a little less than two thirds of 
the text of the subdivisions result in quotations mostly from Augustine 
and Hilary of Poitiers but also (rather unusually for the genre) from 
Aristotle. The preface performs a diminuendo, as it were, with a 
passage from Hilary after a quote from the gospel of John down to 
the closing formula *quam nobis concedat". What follows is the first 
question of the prologue. 

Nothing about this text is out of the ordinary. But this is perhaps the 
most important thing to note about Dionysius’ preface: the text, just 
like Auriol's preface to book I, does not show any evidence of revision or 
redaction. This, then, suggests that the preface represents the collatio 
delivered before the academic public during Dionysius’ principium in 
autumn 1317. Unlike Peter Auriol in books II and IV and, as will be 
clear below, also Landolfo Caracciolo, Dionysius of Borgo Sansepolcro 
did nothing in order to incorporate his collatio into his commentary in 
a smooth and organic way. He probably simply accepted the text as it 
was and attached it to his commentary on book I. 

Surpisingly, there is no collatio at the beginning of Dionysius’ com- 
mentary on book II. Here, Dionysius sets in with the respective key- 
word from Peter Lombard, followed by the first question of the first 
distinction. Considering the omission of the collatio to book II and the 
incorporation of the collatio into book I, we could speculate that Diony- 
sius employed a strategy similar to Auriol's Rather than for prefaces 
to each of the books of the Sentences, Dionysius may have aimed at a 
grand opening of the whole work at the beginning of book I, and he may 
have found the appropriately ceremonious text in the collatio from his 
first sentential principium. 


755 While talking about the great difficulty of the first book of the Sentences (Erfurt- 
Gotha, Universitáts-und Forschungsbibliothek, Dep. Erf, CA 2? 131, f. Iva), 
Dionysius uses Aristotle's popular comparison of the nightbird's struggle to see 
the light with the human intellect's difficulties to grasp what is most obvious 
(ARISTOTELES, Metaphysica II 1 993b9-12); on some scholastic interpretations 
of this passage, see F. WOLLER, Theologie und Wissenschaft, pp. 186-189. 
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4. Landolfo Caracciolo, O.F.M. 
(c. 1280/85—1351) 


The case of Landolfo Caracciolo's Sentences commentary is more com- 
plicated than that of Dionysius’, but compared to the redactional com- 
plexities in Auriol, Landolfo’s efforts to produce a definitive version of his 
Sentences commentary are all but straightforward and successful. With 
the exception of book III, which survives in two redactions, we have just 
one version of his commentary on books I, II, and IV. The work is based 
on the lectures Caracciolo gave at Paris in the academic year 1318-1319, 
which makes him Auriol's immediate successor as the Franciscan sen- 
tential bachelor at the Sorbonne." Most manuscripts that transmit at 
least a part of Caracciolo's commentary are easily identified, precisely 
because of their incipit "Fundamentum primum iaspis”. As mentioned 
above, this is Caracciolo's heraldic pun and, concomitantly, the begin- 
ning of the theme in his prefaces.? Just like in Auriol and Dionysius, 
we have every reason to assume that Caracciolo's prefaces are also based 
on his principial collationes. However, the way Caracciolo's collationes 
were incorporated into his Sentences commentary is slightly different 
both from Peter Auriol and Dionysius of Borgo Sansepolcro. 
Landolfo's commentary displays significant traces of his sentential 
principia, for between the prefaces and the prologues, each book also 
has questions lifted from principial material. These questions do not 
make explicit reference to Caracciolo's fellow bachelors, yet they dwell 
on issues that were typically raised in principial debates.$l Only in book 


79 After much uncertainty about the date of Caracciolo's lectures in earlier scholar- 


ship, Chris Schabel has firmly established the year 1318-1319; see C. SCHABEL, 
“Parisian Commentaries from Peter Auriol to Gregory of Rimini, and the Prob- 
lem of Predestination," in Mediaeval Commentaries on the Sentences of Peter 
Lombard, vol. 1: Current Research, ed. G.R. EVANS, Leiden 2002, pp. 225-226, 
and SCHABEL, “The Commentary,” pp. 147-149, which includes a more compre- 
hensive biography. On Caracciolo's critical attitude towards Auriol, see ibid., 
pp. 160-163. 

See above, at n. 25. 

In the cases of books I and IV, Caracciolo discusses introductory issues in the 
‘principial’ questions, whereas in the respective questions in books II and III 
(IIIA) he dwells on one of his favourite topics of the nature of change, contra- 
diction and instants of time and of nature; see SCHABEL, “The Commentary," 
p. 157 and, for the questions themselves, pp. 178, 191, 201, and 207. Caracci- 
olo's doctrine on change and contradiction has been studied by S. KNUUTTILA, 
A.I. LEHTINEN, “Change and Contradiction: A Fourteenth-Century Contro- 
versy," in Synthése 40 (1979), pp. 189-207. 
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III does this unit of principia-material not survive: redaction A has the 
principial question without the preface, whereas redaction B has just 
the preface without the question. In books I, II, and IV of the com- 
mentary, however, prefaces and principial questions form integral parts 
of the commentary. This consistently applies to the greater part of the 
manuscript tradition, to such a degree that rather than the prefaces' 
positive transmission, the few exceptional witnesses not transmitting 
the prefaces to books I, II, and IV need further explanatory clarification 
of that absence.?? 

In the cases of books I, II, and IV, four manuscripts containing only 
Caracciolo's principial questions (sometimes in abbreviated or fragmen- 
tary forms) come without the prefaces, an omission for which there may 
be many possible, more or less probable explanations. Putting aside 
the fragmentary witnesses and abbreviated versions of the principial 
questions on books I and II, the manuscript Florence, Biblioteca Medicea 
Laurenziana, Plut. VII dext. cod. 3 (siglum X for books I and II) is the 
only witness of the entire text of the principial questions on books I and 
II. Here, Caracciolo's questions appear in the context of the Sentences 
commentary by Peter of Aquila, also known as Scotellus (c. 1338): the 
question on book I is placed at the beginning of Aquila's commentary 
on book I, while Caracciolo's principial question on book II, together 
with parts of distinction one of the same book, appear at the end of 
Scotellus’ commentary on book III, that is, after distinction 40. Carac- 
ciolo's texts are all written by the same hand, which, however, differs 
from the hand of Aquila's commentary. Nevertheless, it does not seem 
as though Caracciolo's texts were bound together with Aquila's com- 
mentary at a secondary stage, for all the texts in question belong to 
the same codicological macro-unit.$ This close codicological relation 


82 Of all manuscripts that transmit at least a part of the respective book, two out 


of eight (book I), two out of ten (book II), and nine out of 23 (book IV) witnesses 
do not come with the corresponding preface. On the manuscript traditions, see 
SCHABEL, “The Commentary," pp. 165-177. For more on the circulation of 
the draft of Caracciolo's principia and respective implications as to the revision 
process of his commentary, see DUBA, “Masters and Bachelors”. 
83 These manuscripts are SX (book I), BX (book II), and OX (book IV); sigla taken 
from SCHABEL, “The Commentary,” pp. 175-177. 
Caracciolo’s question on book I (ff. 19r-23v) begins on the last folium of a 
gathering (ff. 14-19) and ends two folia short of the next gathering (ff. 20-25), 
which is shared by the first question of the prologue to Aquila's commentary. 
Caracciolo's texts on book II (ff. 162v-167v; marks in the top margin of ff. 167vb, 
163va, and 164vb read “Landulfi”) make up the last gathering of the codex plus 
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between Peter of Aquila and Caracciolo does not suggest that Carac- 
ciolo's principial questions circulated separately from his commentary 
and, therefore, from his prefaces. Rather, it seems that in this case the 
principial questions and some bits and pieces from distinction one of 
book II were simply lifted from Landolfo's commentary, omitting the re- 
spective prefaces, and inserted into Aquila's commentary, for whatever 
reason.®° 

For Caracciolo’s commentary on book IV, we have two manuscripts 
that also transmit the principial questions without the prefaces;®° and 
there are also two manuscripts that omit the prefaces and parts of dis- 
tinction one but still have the principial questions." For Caracciolo’s 
prefaces themselves and our understanding of these texts more gener- 
ally, however, two occurrences of an extremely abridged preface are most 
interesting. In these cases, the text is in fact so truncated that Chris 
Schabel, in his groundbreaking study on Landolfo's Sentences commen- 
tary, notes it as absent. The incipit in both manuscripts in question 
(Padua, Biblioteca Antoniana, ms. 166 scaff. ix, f. 145ra and Wien, 
Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, Cod. 1496, f. 125ra) reads “Fun- 
damentum etc. Circa quartum librum inchoando quaero unam quaes- 
tionem," which in turn represents the incipit and explicit of the pref- 
ace. This tradition, therefore, omits the body of the preface but still 


one additional column (f. 162vb) in the penultimate gathering. This last page of 
the penultimate gathering is shared by Aquila’s final words on Sent. III, d. 40, 
covering half of the left column. Note that the codex has three pagination 
systems, of which I am using the most recent one (ff. 1-167). B. LEOPOLDI, 
Catalogus codicum latinorum bibliothecae Mediceae Laurentianae, vol. 4, Firenze 
1777, col. 367-368, and SCHABEL, “The Commentary,” p. 169 both refer to the 
codex with an earlier foliation numbering of only 166 folia. The earliest folio 
numbering of 144 folia is extant only on ff. 24-167 (according to the most recent 
foliation), which are covered by Aquila’s commentary and Caracciolo's texts on 
book II at the end of the codex. 

The tabula quaestionum of Aquila’s Sentences commentary (Firenze, BML, Plut. 
VII dext. cod. 3, ff. 14r-18v) lists Caracciolo's questions as parts of Aquila's 
commentary and thus misattributes them. 

See above, n. 82; unfortunately, I have not had a chance to look at these man- 
sucripts in any detail. 

These manuscript (sigla JU) omit the exact same texts and, according to Chris 
Schabel, indeed belong to one tradition; see SCHABEL, “The Commentary,” 
pp. 176-177. 

See the incipit and explicit, for example, in LANDULPHUS CARACCIOLUS, Sent. 
IV, prooem., Lüneburg, Ratsbücherei, ms. Theol. 2° 48, ff. 17ra-b: “Funda- 
mentum primum iaspis... cantate igitur ei canticum novum quia mirabilia fecit, 
in cuius efficacia et sanctificatione etc. Inchoando quaero unam quaestionem." 
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transmits the first word of its theme and picks up its last words in or- 
der to conserve the smooth transition from the preface to the principial 
question provided by the explicit of the preface.*? This case thus nicely 
confirms the preface's fundamental copyright function for authenticating 
commentaries on the Sentences. Furthermore, the evidence found in 
the witnesses thus far discussed suggests in quantitative and qualitative 
ways that omissions of the preface to Caracciolo's commentary on books 
I, IL, and IV are exceptions to the rule, that is, to the firm incorporation 
of these texts into the commentary. 

Generally speaking, Caracciolo's prefaces closely reflect his principial 
collationes. They all begin with the theme discussed above and have 
proper prothemes, divisions, and subdivisions.?! All divisions feature 
the keywords for each book of the Sentences (see appendix 2, § 3.1-3.4) 
and thus link the texts with one another. In some manuscripts, the 
mise-en-page of these keywords underlines their rhythmic quality, in a 
similar way to what we have observed in Auriol’s prefaces to books II 
and IV as well? Unlike Auriol's prefaces, however, Caracciolo’s are 
attached more closely to the next section of the commentary, that is, 
to the respective principial question in books I, II, and IV. Instead of a 


concluding passage containing, for example, the word “Amen,” as one 


59 Two further manuscripts that omit the preface completely have the alternative 


incipits “Circa terminum* quarti libri unam quaestionem quaero" (G, f. 1ra) and 
"Quaeritur utrum" (H, f. 1ra); see also SCHABEL, “The Commentary,” pp. 170 
and 177. 

See above, at and around n. 23. 

For Caracciolo's theme from Rev 21, 19 see above, at n. 17. His protheme to book 
I is a passage from Augustine's Contra Faustum (see appendix 2, § 2), whereas 
the protheme to book II is taken from BERNARDUS CLARAEVALLENSIS, Sermo 
tertius in die pentecostes, § 3, ed. J. LECLERCQ (Opera, 5), Rome 1968, p. 172, 
ll. 21-29. In his preface to book III, Caracciolo uses AUGUSTINUS HIPPONENSIS, 
sermo 215, ed. P. VERBRAKEN, in Revue bénedictine 68 (1958), pp. 18-25, at 
p. 20, ll. 53-61, and in book IV, Caracciolo’s protheme approximates to GRA- 
TIANUS DE CLUSIO, Decretum, c. 1, q. 1, c. 84, ed. E. FRIEDBERG (Corpus Iuris 
Canonici, 1), Leipzig 1879, col. 387-388; this is the so-called Multi secularium, 
attributed to Gregory the Great. 

See, for example, LANDULPHUS CARACCIOLUS, Sent. II, prooem., Leipzig, 
Universitätsbibliothek, Ms 572, f. lra: The lines “<In primo» celsum 
eminentiaedivinalem dignitatem / In secundo gradum continentiae mundialem 
venustatem / In tertio nexum existentiae personalem unitatem / In quarto cul- 
tum efficient «iae salutatem puritatem" are connected to one another by brack- 
ets in the left margin and cover less than two thirds of the left column. The 
preface continues in the remaining third of the column at the height of the first 
line just quoted. 
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would expect from a principial collatio, Caracciolo's prefaces end with a 
short bridging passage that introduces the next question.?? Therefore, 
if these texts reflect Landolfo's principial collationes, which to me seems 
beyond doubt, the bridging passages at the same time reveal that these 
texts have been edited. 

One example of a preface's seamless incorporation into the commen- 
tary is Caracciolo's preface to book II. In the majority of witnesses, this 
text ends with a comparison of the Sentences with an orchard (drawing 
on Isa 58, 11): “concerning this <orchard>, as if we were partaking of 
it, we shall begin. With respect to the terms of creation I ask ...," and 
in the majority of witnesses the principial question follows.°* In one ma- 
nuscript (Leipzig, Universitátsbibliothek, 572), however, the preface is 
transmitted without Caracciolo's commentary, and consequently there is 
no need for a bridging passage. In order to ‘detach’ the preface from the 
commentary in this way, the scribe here substituted the word *quaero" 
with “amen,” and thus changed the meaning of the text (^... and we 
shall begin with respect to the terms of creation. Amen;").?? More im- 
portantly, however, this substitution also suggests a change of character 
as though the preface reverted from being a part of a commentary on 
the Sentences to a form resembling more closely the principial collatio. 
The Leipzig manuscript, therefore, gives us an idea ex negativo about 


935 For the explicit of Caracciolo’s preface to book I, see appendix 2, § 6, for book IV 


see above, n. 88, and for book II see the following note. 

LANDULPHUS CARACCIOLUS, Sent. Il, prooem., ed. Venezia 1480, f. aalrb: “de 
quo ut degustare incipiamus. Circa creationis terminos quaero ... .” 
LANDULPHUS CARACCIOLUS, Sent. Il, prooem., Leipzig, UB, 572, f. 1rb: “de 
quo ut degustare. Et incipiamus circa creationis terminos. Amen. «alia manu: 
Dico vobis nescio vos.” This manuscript is the only known case where a preface 
by Caracciolo is transmitted independently from his Sentences commentary. The 
remainder of the Leipzig codex contains the commentary on book II of the Sen- 
tences by Hugh of Sélestat (15'" century (?), see L. MEIER, „Die Handschriften 
des Sentenzenkommentars des Fr. Hugo von Schlettstadt, O.F.M“, in Archivum 
Franciscanum Historicum 22 (1929), pp. 181-185), written in a different hand. 
This commentary has a proper preface with the theme “Nomen secundii fluvii 
Gyon «Gen 2:14>” (f. 10ra), hence Caracciolo's preface seems to have been 
copied from his commentary and added to Hugh's commentary as a secondary 
preface. On this codex, see P. BURKHART, Die lateinischen und deutschen Hand- 
schriften der Universitäts-Bibliothek Leipzig, Band 2: Die theologischen Hand- 
schriften, Teil 1 (Ms 501-625), Wiesbaden 1999, pp. 154-156. Another early 
14** century-case of a preface transmitted independently from a Sentences com- 
mentary is Francis of Meyronnes’ “Ab oriente"-commentary (before 1318), see 
H. ROSSMANN, ,Die Sentenzenkommentare des Franz von Meyronnes OFM“, in 
Franziskanische Studien 53 (1971), pp. 129-227, at p. 189, n. 2. 
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the small redactional effort it may have taken to convert a principial col- 
latio as delivered before the theology faculty into a preface, and thereby 
to incorporate this text into a Sentences commentary. In this case, all 
that the redaction may have required was the substitution of just one 
word: “Amen”. 

In contrast to these cases, Landolfo's preface to book III stands out 
in several respects. First, it ends unusually abruptly with a quote from 
Bernard of Clairvaux and thus omits the bridging passage to the fol- 
lowing question.’ This omission may be a consequence of, second, the 
absence of the principial question, simply because it is this section that 
the bridging passages in all other prefaces provide a link to. Third, the 
preface is extant only in the second of two redactions. This suggests 
the same phenomenon that we have seen in Auriol, namely a late in- 
corporation of the preface into the Sentences commentary, although the 
evidence of Caracciolo’s two redactions of the third book is naturally less 
compelling than the various stages in revision visible in Auriol’s com- 
mentaries. Moreover, this small base of evidence for the evolution of 
Caracciolo’s Sentences commentary does not allow for well-established 
conclusions as to Landolfo’s revision strategies more generally. There- 
fore, the puzzle of why the unit of principia-material (collatio/preface 
and principial question), which the other books of his commentary so 
consistently preserve, is split up between the redactions of the third 
book, may also quite likely remain beyond easy explanation.?" 


Conclusion 


“Anyone acquainted with Collationes Principiorum of the 14th cen- 
tury ... must have wondered sometimes where the limit of human 
aberration lies if such productions could be read before a University,” 
wrote the great Damasus Trapp reflecting the effect that these texts 


?6 LANDULPHUS CARACCIOLUS, Sent. IIIB, prooem., Napoli, Biblioteca Nazionale, 


Cod. VII.C.49, f. 1va: ^... non crucifixores tuos.” This explicit is taken from 
BERNARDUS CLARAEVALLENSIS, Sermones in Canticum Canticorum, sermo 22, 
8 III, 8, ed. J. LECLERCQ (Opera, 1), Rome 1957, p. 134, IL 3-9. The fact that 
this quote also appears in Thomas of Ireland's Manipulus florum (1306) under 
the lemma “Venia y" (see the respective entry in The Electronic Manipulus flo- 
rum, http://web.wlu.ca/history /cnighman/MFfontes/VeniaY.pdf; last accessed 
10 August 2017) may suggest that Caracciolo here drew on this florilegium. 
Yet, among the many quotes used by Caracciolo, this is the only instance of a 
reflection in the Manipulus florum. 


97 For further observations on the relation between the versions IIIA and IIIB of 
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still have on a reader in the twenty-first century. There is, indeed, a 
great gulf of comprehension between medieval principial collationes and 
their modern readers. Yet, outsiders to modern academia might react 
similarly if they were to witness occasions of contemporary scholarly 
solemnity, while for insiders these occasions may have an important, 
perhaps reassuring, or even humorous dimension. In the case of me- 
dieval principial collationes it is us modern readers who time and again 
remain the outsiders, even if we try to understand these texts with an 
open mind and our purest lectio caritatis. The atmosphere in the lecture 
hall, the intonation of these speeches, in short, all performative aspects 
that necessarily go with institutional exercises like principia or any other 
academic ceremony too often remain concealed behind the formalities 
transmitted in our sources. 

The examples studied in this article, however, show that not only a 
modern lack of imagination is to blame for our perceived distance from 
principial collationes. Rather, the texts themselves have a quality that 
distances their readers from the principia which the texts bear witness 
to. This quality is the process of composition and revision that trans- 
formed principial speeches into prefaces to Sentences commentaries. In 
the cases of Peter Auriol and, a little less compellingly, Landolfo Caracci- 
olo, their principial speeches were incorporated into the Sentences com- 
mentaries at rather late stages in the redactional process, which empha- 
sizes the prefaces’ own temporal distance from their originating events. 
Despite the considerable differences pertaining among these prefaces, we 
have seen how they figured as integral parts of the respective commen- 
taries and, especially in Caracciolo, how they were tightly woven into 
the text of the commentary. Shaped by this transformation, the liter- 
ary function of the prefaces may be best described as paratextual. They 
function as openings of a whole commentary or as introductions to single 
books of a Sentences commentary and thus initiate the reading expe- 
rience. They not only helped (and still help today) with authentifying 
the commentary but also with recalling the author, if they conserved an 
allusion to their author’s name in their themes. 

Altogether, to understand our texts as literary devices in the greater 
context of a Sentences commentary and, thereby, to terminologically dis- 
tinguish between prefaces and collationes principiorum, may help us to 


Caracciolo’s commentary, see SCHABEL, “The Commentary,” pp. 159-160. The 
second redaction breaks off during the course of distinction six (SCHABEL, “The 
Commentary,” pp. 205-207). 


98 Trapp, “Augustinian Theology,” p. 272. 
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understand more critically their value as witnesses of sentential principia 
in the early fourteenth century. As we have seen in all cases discussed 
here, the prefaces do reflect the principial speeches, although to different 
degrees and in different ways. Dionysius of Borgo Sansepolcro's preface 
to book I figures, perhaps, as the most direct witness of a principial col- 
latio on the one hand, while Caracciolo's extremely truncated prefaces 
in two manuscripts of his commentary on book IV represent the other 
extreme, that is, not much more than a trace of the principial collatio. 

The evidence produced here suggests two conclusions. On the one 
hand, the transformations of our texts on their way from the lecture 
hall to the written commentary emphasizes the need for critical recon- 
struction of sentential principia and at least prohibits the uncritical 
assumption that these texts simply are principial speeches. And on the 
other hand, by way of such critical reconstruction we may be able to 
better appreciate them in their own right. After all, they bear witness 
to the fact that medieval scholasticism involved more than just dialectic 
reasoning, philosophy, and systematic theology. Rather, our texts, both 
as prefaces and as collationes principiorum, convey a sense of the role of 
rhetoric in scholasticism and, hence, may help widening our perspective 
as readers of medieval scholarly literature. 
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Appendix 1: An Edition of Peter Auriol's 
Preface to Book II of his Reportatio 


Sigla 


Pb Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, lat. 3066 
Pj  Pelplin, Biblioteka Seminarium duchownego, 46/85 


Notes on the edition 


According to Chris Schabel (see note 46 in the article above), both extant 
manuscripts of Auriol's preface to book II belong to one group within 
the manuscript tradition. This assessment is confirmed by the present 
edition, because the witnesses do not disagree in any major respect. 

Nevertheless, I have found Pb to be more reliable than Pj, because the 
latter has a series of scribal errors, some of which are repeated through 
most of the text (e.g. the confusion between “cum” and “et” in Pj). 
Exceptionally troublesome are the rhythmic divisiones (§ 4) in Pj. The 
exemplar from which Pj was copied presumably presented these lines 
akin to Pb, which I am reproducing in my edition. In this layout, the four 
lines in question appear as insets covering the left part of the column, 
while the column's right part is used for the text that follows after the 
rhyme. The Pj scribe, however, did not recognize this layout. Instead, 
he copied the lines one by one and continued into the text on the same 
line, which, however, is supposed to come after the rhymes. Then he 
picked up the next line of the rhyme, thus creating some confusion. In 
some instances, however, Pj supersedes Pb, but these are exceptions to 
the rule. 

I have normalized the orthography and kept the punctuation to a 
minimum in order to preserve the sometimes elusive syntax. 


« Petri Aureoli 
« Reportatio in secundum librum Sententiarum» 


« Prooemium» 


[1] Rota una iuxta cherub unum et rota alia iuxta cherub unum, 
Eze. 10 


[2] Universa materia totius creaturae quantum ad theologicum negotium 
pertinet dignoscitur in secundo Sententiarum libro, artificialiter tracta- 
tur, quadriphariam dividi reperitur. 

2.1] Nam in prima parte agitur de spiritibus et eorum pulchra condi- 
tione a distinctione 2 usque ad distinctionem 12 exclusive. 

2.2] In secunda vero agitur de corporibus et eorum mira creatione a 
distinctione 11 usque ad distinctionem 16 exclusive. 

2.3] In tertia quoque agitur de hominibus et eorum apta locatione in 
paradiso a distinctione 16 usque ad distinctionem 21. 

2.4] In quarta demum agitur de criminibus et eorum mala connexione, 
a 21? distinctione usque in finem libri. 


[3] Siquidem istae materiae quattuor in verbo proposito sub quattuor 
clausulis non incongrue exprimuntur [3.1] cum dicitur rota una, ut re- 
feratur prima rota ad nexum corporum mundanorum, rota, inquit, una, 
[3.2] primum cherub ad gradum minimum abstractorum ad species an- 
gelicos, iuxta, inquit, cherub unum, [3.3] rota vero secunda ad statum 
hominum plasmatorum, rota, inquit, alia, hominis qui est minor mun- 
dus, [3.4] cherub vero alius ad lapsum criminum immundorum, iusta, 
inquit, cherub unum, quia iuxta apostatam speciem et contemptorem 
diabolum suadentem primi parentes peccaverunt. 


[4] Ecce itaque in hoc verbo 


Naturam spiritualem angelicam 
2  <Pb 1 ra; Pj 114ra> 
2 et] cum Pj 3 Eze 10] om. Pj 5 pertinet] attinere Pj 5-6 tractatur] per- 
tractatur Pj 7 et] cum Pj 9 et] cum Pj 11 et] cum Pj 13 agitur] agatur Pj 
et| cum Pj mala] multa Pj 14 in] ad Pj 15 materiae quattuor] inv. Pj 16 


rota una] etc. add. Pj 17 prima] om. Pb 21 alius] alio bi 22 et] om. Pj 
contemptorem] contemptatorem Pj 25 Naturam] namque Pj 


2 Rota - unum?: Ez. 10, 9 
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Structuram mundialem corpoream 
Iuncturam animalem mirificam 
Laesuram criminalem indebitam 


in quibus totius secundi libri continentia consummatur. 

[4.1] Ecce, inquam, naturam spiritualem, de qua in prima parte libri, 
cum dicitur iusta cherub unum, uniformitas non est in angelis, Exo. 24, 
cherub unum in summitate partis, natura namque angelica cherubica in 
creaturis arcem tenet. 

[4.2] Ecce secundo structuram mundialem corpoream cum dicitur rota 
una, mundus enim in partibus principalibus caeli et elementis sphaera 
est rotunda et circularis, Ezech., rotas vocavit volubiles. 

[4.3] Ecce tertio iuncturam animalem mirificam in homine, quae di- 
citur minor rota et minor mundus. Propter quod subditur et rota alia 
maior quae est una rota, et homo minor mundus est alia, dicente pro- 
pheta, Deus meus, pone illos ut rotam, in Psalmo. 

[4.4] Ecce quarto laesuram criminalem indebitam, quia rota secun- 
da homo dicitur iuxta cherub unum, id est apostaticum spiritum cuius 
temptatione homo pertractus est ad peccandum, hic est ille cherub a 
quo gratia et gloria Dei est assumpta et omnino semota ratione super- 
biae, | sicut scriptum est gloria domini assumpta est de cherub ad limen 
domus, Eze. 10. 


[5] Ad hanc gratiam et gloriam suadente apostata cherub per peccatum 
adversam nos reducat per studium huius libri magister principalis Iesus, 
qui cum patre et spiritu sancto vivit et regnat. Amen. 


45 Pb 1rb 


26-28 Structuram — indebitam] om. Pj 29 consummatur] consumatur Pj 30 
spiritualem] structuram mundialem corpoream add. Pj 31 unum] cherub unum 
iuncturam animalem mirificam add. Pj non] ne Pj Exo 24] om. Pj 32 in!] 
laesuram criminalem indebitam add. Pj 34 secundo] ad Pj corpoream] om. 
Pb 35 caeli] caelis Pj et] cum Pj 36 rotunda] rotundus Pj et| cum Pj 
Ezech] om. Pj 37 tertio] ad add. Pb iuncturam] naturam Pj 38 minor!] 
om. Pb et!] cum Pj et?] cum Pj 39 et] cum Pj mundus] est in alia 
maior quae est una rota et homo minor mundus add. Pb alia] est add. sup. l. Pb 
39-40 dicente propheta] inv. Pj 42 iuxta] om. Pb 44 gratia — gloria] gloria 
cum gratia Pj et?] cum Pj 46 Eze. 10] lac. Pj 47 per peccatum] propter 
causam Pj 


32 cherub - partis: Ex. 37,8 36 rotas — volubiles: Ez. 10,13 40 Deus - rotam: 
Ps. 82,14 45-46 gloria — domus: Ez. 9, 3 


Appendix 2: An Edition of Caracciolo's Preface 
to Book I of his Sentences Commentary 


D  Dôle, Bibliothèque municipale, Ms. 80 

F Florence, Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale, Cod. Conv. Soppr. A.3.641 
P Padua, Biblioteca Antoniana, Ms. 166 scaff. ix 

W Wien, Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, Cod. 1496 


Notes on the edition 


This strictly preliminary edition uses four of the six extant manuscripts 
that transmit Caracciolo's preface to book I of his Sentences commen- 
tary. According to Chris Schabel (see note 83 in the article above), the 
manuscripts used here all belong to one group with W also witnessing 
another tradition and being the most reliable manuscript. My findings 
confirm this situation: W has only nine errors, while F has a total of 
31 errors. P (18 errors) seems to be slightly more reliable than D (23 
errors). F is the least reliable witness, because among its many faults 
there are six significant errors comparing to only one in D and none in 
PW. On the basis of common errors I stipulate that DP (three common 
errors), DF (two), and PW (two) are somehow related. If, as Schabel 
suggests, W witnesses two traditions, its connection to the DFP tradi- 
tion may therefore go through P. 

I have again normalized the orthography and kept punctuation to a 
minimum. 


« Landulphi Caraccioli> 
«In primum librum Sententiarum» 


« Prooemium» 


[1] Fundamentum primum iaspis, secundum sapphirus, tertium 
calcedoníus, quartum smaragdus, Apoc. 21 


[2] Augustinus doctor praeclarius Sacrae Scripturae fastigium disserens 
dicit libro XI Contra Faustum: “Exstat auctoritas scripturarum novi et 
veteris testamenti, quae apostolorum confirmata temporibus per succes- 
sores episcoporum et propagationes ecclesiarum quasi in sede quadam 
sublimiter constituta est, cui subserviat omnis fidelis et pius intellectus" 

Propter quattuor enim eius praeconia intellectus pius debet scripturae 
subesse quae annotantur in auctoritate praemissa, videlicet [2.1] prop- 
ter sinum collectivum, unde dicitur fundamentum cuncta complectens; 
[2.2] propter thronum praecessivum, quia pretiosis lapidibus figuratur 
iaspis sapphirus calcedonius smaragdus; [2.3] propter actum distincti- 
vum, quia sub vario numero ponitur primum secundum tertium quar- 
tum; [2.4] propter fructum refectivum, quia haec cuncta unam civitatem, 
idest sanctam ecclesiam, stabiliunt veritate ut accedat illud Eze. 28 om- 
nis lapis pretiosus operimentum tuum: sardius, topazius, jaspis etc. 


[3] Sed quia limatos ex cunctis scripturis flosculos veritatis magister in 
quattuor Sententiarum libris intexendo coercuit, eius doctrina in hiis 
verbis quattuor commendatur. Et primo quoad celsum dignitatis propter 
eminentiam, secundo quoad gradum quantitatis propter continentiam, 
tertio quoad nexum firmitatis propter existentiam, quarto quoad cultum 
ubertatis propter efficaciam. 

[3.1] Celsum eminentiae exstat divinalis celsitudo in primo libro, unde 


2 <D Ira; F 1ra; P 1 rà; W lra> 


3 quartum] quattuor P 4 fastigium] vestigium F 6 temporibus] personibus F 
8 sublimiter| sublimitate D 9 scripturae] sibi perfecte F 10 in] om. F vi- 
delicet] scilicet F 11 sinum] suum DP collectivum] collectum D; collectui P* 
dicitur| dico F complectens] complectoris P* 12 lapidibus] lapibus PW 13 
calcedonius smaragdus] maragdus calcedonius D 13-14 distinctivum] distinctum 
FP 17 topazius] tapazius P etc] om. F 18 ex] est D; ei W 19 Sententia- 
rum libris] inv. W eius] om. P 20 quattuor] quadrupliciter DP 21 quoad] 
quantum ad F gradum] gradium P 22 firmitatis propter] inv. D 23 ubertatis 
propter] inv. D 24 unde] ubi F 


2 Apoc. 21,19 5 libro XI: AUGUSTINUS HIPPONENSIS, Contra Faustum Mani- 
chaeum libri triginta tres, XI, 5 (CSEL 125/1, 320 19-23 Zycha) 16 Eze 28: Ez. 
28, 13 
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dicitur fundamentum primum iaspis; 

[3.2] gradus continentiae exstat mundialis pulchritudo in secundo li- 
bro, ideo dicitur secundum sapphirus; 

[3.3] nexus existentiae exstat personalis necessitudo in tertio libro, 
ideo dicitur tertium calcedonius; 

[3.4] cultus efficaciae exstat salutaris plenitudo in quarto libro, ideo 
dicitur quartum smaragdus. 

Haec est ergo civitas in quadro posita cuius structura muri est ex lapide 
iaspide et ipsa aurum mundum, propter defecatissimas veritates, Apoc. 
22. De secundo, tertio, et quarto disseram locis suis. 


[3.1.1] De primo ubi ostenditur celsum eminentiae in summitate, cum 
dicitur fundamentum primum iaspis, claret expresse quod iaspis lapis 
multicolor qui multis virtutibus specialibus insignis praedicatur diffuse 
XVI libro Ethymologiarum, cap. 7. Est Deus ipse in quo fundatur 
materia primi libri ut alludat illa figura Apoc. | 4 ex ore magistri ferme 
prolata: Fui in spiritu et ecce sedes posita erat in caelo et supra sedem 
sedens. Et qui sedebat similis erat aspectui lapidis iaspidis et sardinis et 
iris erat in circuitu sedis et 24 seniores et quattuor animalia et septem 
lampades. 


[4] Iste qui fuit in spiritu est Sententiarum magister qui per spiritum 
afflatus in primo libro veritates de | Deo ad quattuor reduxit materias 
tradendo, videlicet [4.1] divinalem auctoritatem, ideo vidit sedem posi- 
tam in caelo et supra sedem Deum sedentem. Haec sedes nihil aliud est 
nisi immensa divinitatis auctoritas, Is. 6, Vidi dominum sedentem super 
solium excelsum et elevatum et plena erat domus a maiestate eius. 

[4.2] Personalem varietatem, quia qui sedebat erat similis aspectui. 
Duplex est in personis divinis similitudo et duplex aspectus patris ad 
filium et utriusque ad spiritum sanctum, Iob 23, cum expleverit volun- 
tatem suam, scilicet pater et filius, alia similia praesto sunt ei. 


39 Dirb 45 | P Irb 


29 dicitur] dicit D tertium calcedonius] quod tertium tapazius D 30 quarto 
quattuor W 32 ergo] illa F 34 secundo tertio] inv. W et] om. F 35 
primo] illo F ostenditur] ostendetur F celsum] excelsum D summitate 


divino D; veritate F 36 lapis] est add. F 37 qui] quia F insignis] insignitus 
PW 38 Est] quod D Deus ipse] inv. D 39 alludat] alludit D illa] ista 
DF ferme] firme F 40 Fui] fuit F 41 qui] super sedem add. W 44 est 
om. F 48 super] supra D 49 elevatum] om. D a] om. DF 52 expleverit 
expleverat W 53 scilicet] om. D; et F similia] et add. F 


32-33 Haec - Apoc.: Apoc. 21, 16.18 38 XVI libro: Cf. ISIDORUS HISPALENSIS, 
Etymologiarum siue Originum libri XX, XVI, 7, 8 40-43 Fui - lampades: Apoc. 
4, 1-5 48 Is6: Is6,1 52 Iob 23: Iob 23, 14 
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[4.3] Aeternalem stabilitatem, ideo est ibi lapis iaspis atque sardinis 
per quod intelligo perhibentem durationis aeternae quia a sua stabilitate 
non flectitur. Ipse est enim ez- | celsus et sublimis habitans aeternitatem 
et sanctum nomen eius in excelsis, Is. 7. 

[4.4] Virtualem praeclaritatem quia iris erat in circuitu sedis. Iris mul- 
torum colorum significat in divinis essentialium perfectionum abissum, 
Apoc. 10, iris in capite eius, in capitali scilicet perfectione essentiae. 


[5] Et quia magister Sententiarum cuncta haec de Deo non favolis fulcit 
argumentis sed inconcussis patrum sententiis tria, assumpsit in admi- 
niculum sui, scilicet 24 seniores, idest auctoritate veteris testamenti, 
quattuor animalia, idest evangelicas sanctiones et expositiones earum 
per sacros doctores explicatas, septem lampades, idest septem spiritus 
sancti dona flamantia simulque lucen- | tia ut per septem infusoria co- 
piosa septemque lucernas urentes in uno candelabro, idest in eius intelli- 
gentia, septem exsurgerent oculi in uno lapide firmitudinis inconcussae, 
cum quibus sententialiter diffinitive prospicerentur a magistro divinorum 
examinatissimae veritates, Zach. 4. 


[6] Sed quia considerandum est, Is. 28, ut in fundamentis Sion, idest 
speculationis, ponamus lapidem angularem pretiosum probatum, ideo pro 
fundamento quaero unam quaestionem. 


56 | W irb 66 | F irb 


55 perhibentem] humanitatem F stabilitate] quia a sua stabilitate add. F 56 
est enim] inv. FW 57 7] 57P 60 scilicet] om. P 61 non - fulcit] fulcuit non 
favolicis D fulcit] om. F 63 scilicet] om. D 65 idest] om. DP 66 flaman- 
tia] inflamantia F infusoria] infusiora P 67 septemque] septem F urentes | 
urientes D 69 cum quibus] om. P 72 speculationis] speculationes F proba- 
tum] etc. add. F 


56-57 ex — excelsis: Is. 57, 15 60 Apoc 10: Apoc. 10,1 70 Zach 4: Cf. Zach. 
4 passim 71-72 Is — probatum: Is. 28, 16 
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Francis of Marchia on 
Instrumental Causality: 
The Conclusion to Principium 
in IV in Question 2 on IV 
Sentences 


Chris Schabel* 
(IRHT, Aubervilliers) 


When the Franciscan Francis of Marchia (a.k.a. Francesco d'Appignano) 
lectured on the Sentences at Paris in 1319-1320, the genre of príncipia 
on the Sentences was in its infancy. Similarly, when the Franciscan 
Nazareno Mariani published a version of Marchia’s Principia on the 
Sentences in 2003, the historiography of the genre was immature, which 
explains why Mariani labelled the texts Quaestiones praeambulae.! In 
reaction to Mariani's publication, Russell L. Friedman summarized what 
was then known about the genre and demonstrated that Marchia’s Prin- 
cipium in I was later reworked and repackaged into the first of his eleven 
questions on the Prologus.? In the introduction to the first volume of the 


* 
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gram (Grant Agreement n? 771589) within the framework of ERC-DEBATE: 
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FRANCISCUS DE MARCHIA SIVE DE ESCULO, Commentarius in IV libros Sen- 
tentiarum. Quaestiones praeambulae et Prologus, ed. N. MARIANI (Spicilegium 
Bonaventurianum, 31), Grottaferrata 2003. 

R.L. FRIEDMAN, “Principia and Prologue in Francesco d'Appignano's Sentences 
Commentary: The Question ‘Quaeritur utrum ens simpliciter simplex possit 
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edition of Marchia's questions on book II, published in 2008, William 
O. Duba showed that something similar happened in the case of the 
Principium in IL? In 2006 I had hypothesized that the situation was 
different in the case of the Principium in IV, suggesting that the first 
question of Marchia's reportatio edita on book IV of the Sentences, fa- 
mous for his doctrine of virtus derelicta, stemmed from the missing ar- 
ticle 4 of his Principium on that book.* Here I propose that the second 
question of book IV concludes the discussion of the first and may com- 
plete the original oral Principium, concerning the causal power of the 
sacraments with regard to grace. A critical edition of the long version 
of that question is printed in an appendix. 


The Principium in IV in Two Madrid 
Manuscripts 


Francis of Marchia’s four Principia survive as a group in manuscript M, 
Madrid, Biblioteca nacional de Espana 504, in the sequence in which 
he read the four books of the Sentences, I-IV-II-III, but there is also 
a partial copy of the Principium in IV in manuscript D, Madrid, Bib- 
lioteca nacional de España 517.? Marchia's Principium in IV begins 


Francesco d'Appignano, ed. D. Priori, M. BALENA, Appignano del Tronto 
2004, pp. 123-149. Friedman thus confirmed the account in R.L. FRIEDMAN, 
C. SCHABEL, “Francis of Marchia's Commentary on the Sentences: Question 
List and State of Research," Mediaeval Studies 63 (2001), pp. 31-106, against 
which Mariani had reacted. 

T. SUAREZ-NANI, W.O. DUBA, “Introduction,” in FRANCISCUS DE MARCHIA, 
Reportatio ITA (Quaestiones in secundum librum Sententiarum) qq. 1-12, ed. 
T. SUAREZ-NANI, W.O. DUBA, E. BABEY, G.J. ETZKORN (Francisci de Marchia 
Opera philosophica et theologica, IL,1), Leuven 2008, pp. xlvi-vl. 

C. SCHABEL, “Francis of Marchia’s Virtus derelicta and the Context of Its Devel- 
opment," Vivarium 44 (2006) (— Francis of Marchia, Theologian and Philoso- 
pher. A Franciscan at the University of Paris in the Early Fourteenth Century, 
ed. R.L. FRIEDMAN, C. SCHABEL, Leiden 2006), pp. 41-80, at pp. 56-57 (a 
critical edition of the text of the long redaction of this question is on pp. 60-80). 
Marchia’s Principium in III is also preserved in a couple of other witnesses that 
afterwards contain book III, as well as in manuscript Va, Vat. lat. 869, where it 
survives together with a collatio on that book, edited in W.O. DUBA, *I sermoni 
principali de Francesco d’Appignano,” in Atti del VI Convegno Internazionale su 
Francesco d'Appignano, ed. D. PRIORI, Appignano del Tronto 2014, pp. 153-176, 
at pp. 165-176, although he could not determine whether the collatio is by 
Marchia, Pastor de Serrescuderio, or some other Franciscan of the time. At least 
it is followed by a version of Adam Wodeham's collatio on book II and then 
the sole copy of Wodeham's principial question on that book, published recently 


Francis of Marchia on Instrumental Causality 


“Circa principium quarti" and asks *Utrum aliqua virtus sacramentalis 
possit cooperari instrumentaliter ad gratiae creationem.”® The question 
says that three things will be seen according to the three grammatical 
parts of the title, the subject, the predicate, and the part in the middle 
joining the first two. The subject is *virtus sacramentalis," so article 1 
supposedly asks what that is. The predicate is “creatio gratiae," and ar- 
ticle 2 ostensibly inquires about that. What joins the two is ^cooperari 
instrumentaliter," and the third article allegedly investigates this. But 
then the divisio quaestionis adds: *Et quarto ex his videbitur utrum 
aliqua virtus sacramentalis possit cooperari instrumentaliter ad gratiae 
creationem";" in other words, the fourth article will ask and respond to 
the main question precisely. 

Yet this is not what happens in this principial question. True, the first 
article does open with a quick definition of *virtus sacramentalis" as a 
"force inextensibly existing in the sacrament, not more in the whole than 
in the part," because in baptism it does not matter how much water is 
used, nor does it matter how many syllables and letters are employed in 
the formula, especially since the formula and its terms differ in numbers 
of syllables and letters from language to language. After this fascinat- 
ing 10-line beginning, Marchia presents an objection in the form of a 
syllogism: “This singular force is simul with this part of the sacrament; 
this force is simul with another part of the sacrament; therefore one part 
of the sacrament is simul with another"? This is an excuse for Marchia 
to launch into a discussion of syllogistic reasoning, however, which takes 
up the remaining 544 lines of the article, often in debate with the third 


in C. SCHABEL, “Adam Wodeham's Principium in II Sententiarum in Vat. lat. 
869. A Footnote to Onorato Grassi's Study of the Oxford Debates of 1331-1332," 
Studi sull'Aristotelismo medievale (secoli VI-X VI) 2 (2022) (= Studi per Onorato 
Grassi), pp. 343-381. 

FRANCISCUS DE MARCHIA, Principium in IV, ed. MARIANI, p. 223.7-8, although 
Mariani chose M's flawed reading “creatorem” and did not notice Dis correct 
reading. 

FRANCISCUS DE MARCHIA, Principium in IV, ed. MARIANI, pp. 223-224.19—24, 
although Mariani again followed M's mistaken "creatorem." 

FRANCISCUS DE MARCHIA, Principium in IV, a. 1, ed. MARIANI, p. 225.4-13: 
“Quantum ad primum, dico quod virtus sacramentalis est virtus inextensibiliter 
existens in sacramento, non maior in toto quam in parte ...” 

FRANCISCUS DE MARCHIA, Principium in IV, a. 1, ed. MARIANI, p. 225.18-20: 
“Et ideo, si arguatur: ‘hec virtus singularis est simul cum hac parte sacramenti; 
hec virtus est simul cum alia parte sacramenti; ergo una pars sacramenti est 


simul cum alia." 
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socius or fellow bachelor reading the Sentences in 1319-1320,! and we 
hear no more about the sacraments or their force. 


A similar pattern is evident in the briefer article 2, 163 lines, on the 


definition of “creatio gratiae," except that here Marchia does not men- 
tion grace even once. He does start out talking about creation, at least, 
but he quickly turns to numerical unity and diversity.!! Marchia has 
told us that in article 3, which is even shorter, he will explain *cooper- 


ari instrumentaliter,’ 


? 


and indeed in the first two paragraphs he writes 


the words sacramentum, sacramenta, instrumentum, instrumentaliter, 
and even gratiae once each: 


As far as the third article goes, I say that every instrument that 
acts, acts in virtue of an acting being, and not in virtue of a non- 
being; but baptism, which is the first sacrament, is given in the 
name of the Trinity...; therefore, if the Trinity is not really a being, 
nothing can act instrumentally in virtue of the Trinity toward a 
real effect. 1? 


This is no definition, and we immediately run into an objection: 


It seems, however, according to an opinion that posits that the 
sacraments concur really with the introduction of grace, that the 
Trinity is not something really, but only by reason. First because 
indivisible unity, without any distinction, does not constitute a 
Trinity; but the divine essence is one without any distinction from 
relation and non-identity; therefore [the divine essence] along with 
relation does not constitute a real Trinity, but only [one] of rea- 
son. 17 


10 
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FRANCISCUS DE MARCHIA, Principium in IV, a. 1, ed. MARIANI, p. 235.253. 
Article 1 is on pp. 225-249. 

FRANCISCUS DE MARCHIA, Principium in IV, a. 2, ed. MARIANI, pp. 250-256. 
FRANCISCUS DE MARCHIA, Principium in IV, a. 3, ed. MARIANI, p. 257.4-9: 
“Quantum ad tertium articulum, dico quod omne instrumentum quod agit, agit 
in virtute agentis entis, et non in virtute non-entis; baptismus autem, quod est 
primum sacramentum, datur in nomine Trinitatis... ; ideo, si Trinitas non est 
ens realiter, non potest agere instrumentaliter in virtute Trinitatis ad effectum 
realem." Article 3 is on pp. 257-261. 

FRANCISCUS DE MARCHIA, Principium in IV, a. 3, ed. MARIANI, p. 257.11-17: 
“Videtur autem, secundum aliquam opinionem ponentem sacramenta concurrere 
realiter ad introductionem gratie, quod Trinitas non sit aliquid realiter, sed sola 
ratione. Primo quia unitas indivisibilis, sine omni distinctione, non constituit 
Trinitatem; sed essentia divina est una sine omni distinctione a relatione et non- 
identitate; ergo ipsa cum relatione non constituit Trinitatem realem, sed solum 
rationis" Mariani mistakenly read “probatio” rather than “primo” in line 14. 
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With this Marchia resumes discussing unity and moves in the direction 
of equality and inequality, identity and non-identity, convertibility and 
non-convertibility, tossing in a future-tensed reference to book III,!4 a 
reflection of his reading in the sequence I-IV-II-III. 

In his edition Father Mariani noted that the text as it has come down 
to us does not contain article 4. In manuscript D, the Principium in IV 
occupies two folios, 36ra-37vb, and ends in mid-sentence at the bottom 
of the right-hand column on a verso, the following folio having been cut 
out. It is thus almost certain that D itself originally contained more 
text of this question. In contrast, the text in manuscript M contin- 
ues from where D breaks off with 82 more lines (less than 1096 of the 
total), terminating on the bottom of the left-hand column on a recto 
with the words “ideo non sequitur quod partes sint eaedem inter se.” 
'This excludes the possibility that M once contained more text from this 
question. Upon closer inspection, however, it turns out that this cannot 
even be the proper end of article 3, since this is in the refutation of the 
second argument of a certain opinion, paragraph 370 in Mariani's edi- 
tion, JD leaving unanswered the last two arguments and the confirmation 
of the third, paragraphs 371-373 in Mariani’s edition.!Óó In fact, even 
if we had the refutations to those arguments, it would not make much 
sense to end article 3 there anyway. Whether the text in the original 
unmutilated manuscript D and/or the text in the model of manuscript 
M was ever complete and included a sensible ending to article 3 and an 
article 4, or rather Marchia never got beyond the point where the text 
in M ends, someone was not satisfied with what had been written or 
what was planned to be written. 

It is of course true that one of the characteristics of principial questions 
is that it was merely necessary to tailor the title to the context, the 
particular book about to be read, and it was not required to deal with 
the theme of that book throughout the question. In Marchia's case, 
he devoted all four of his principial questions to the topic of syllogistic 
reasoning in the divine, so the Principium in IV, the second in sequence, 
is no exception. Nevertheless, Marchia tells his readers that he will 
get back to the quaesitum in article 4. The same thing occurs in the 
fourth Principium, on book III, where the main question, “Utrum absque 
aliqua contradictione Verbum potuerit assumere individuum generis sine 


FRANCISCUS DE MARCHIA, Principium in IV, a. 3, ed. MARIANI, p. 261.124. 
FRANCISCUS DE MARCHIA, Principium in IV, a. 3, ed. MARIANI, p. 260.84-90. 
FRANCISCUS DE MARCHIA, Principium in IV, a. 3, ed. MARIANI, p. 260.91-101. 
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individuo speciei," was supposed to be answered in the last article, which 
is missing.!" In fact, the Principium in I does not go as planned either, 
and only the scheme for the Principium in II, the least ambitious, is 
carried out, although even that Principium breaks off abruptly. 

'This is why it seemed to me that the long version of the first question 
of book IV had been part of the original Principium. Not only does the 
text of that version of the first question begin *Circa principium quarti 
libri," exactly as the text of Mariani's Principium in manuscript D (in M 
the word “libri” is dropped), but the phrasing of the question is similar 
to the phrasing of Mariani's Principium in IV and the missing article 4 
of that Principium. Whereas Mariani’s question and article 4 both ask 
“Utrum aliqua virtus sacramentalis possit cooperari instrumentaliter ad 
gratiae creationem," the long version of the first question of book IV asks 
^Utrum in sacramentis sit aliqua virtus supernaturalis insistens sive eis 
formaliter inhaerens? The common element is the force of the sacra- 
ments, but there is no mention of grace in the latter. In question 2 of 
book IV of the long version, however, Marchia asks “Utrum sacramenta 
novae legis habeant causalitatem aliquam respectu gratiae conferendae.” 
Indeed, the first article of that second question is on the causality of 
instruments and article 2 touches on the creation of grace. 

'The three key terms in the title of Mariani's Principium in IV and the 
missing article 4, as the divisio quaestionis makes clear, are thus virtus, 
instrumentaliter, and gratiae. In what remains of that Principium, there 
are only 15 pertinent instances of variants of the term virtus, just as in 
question 2 of book IV, but in question 1 of that book the word virtus 
occurs 131 times: this is where Marchia deals with that issue. Forms of 
the word instrumentum appear just 7 times in Mariani's Principium and 
17 in question 1, but no less than 78 times in question 2: this is where 
Marchia covers that topic. Finally, gratia in the sense of “grace” is found 
on just 6 occasions in Mariani’s Principium, only 3 in question 1, but in 
question 2 we run into it 25 times: so this is where Marchia completes 
the overall theme announced in Mariani’s Principium. Taken together, 
then, the first two questions of book IV cover the topics announced in 
the title of Mariani’s Principium in IV and of the missing article 4 of 
that Principium. 


17 FRANCISCUS DE MARCHIA, Principium in IIT, ed. MARIANI, p. 307.22-24: “Et 
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Hypotheses about the Original Principium 
in IV 


The issue is whether the first questions on book IV actually were in 
some form part of the original oral or even written Principium in IV. 
Unfortunately, we do not know how much time an oral principium took 
compared to a normal lectio. The surviving written Principium in IV 
in M is the shortest of the four. Probably because it was a special 
occasion for the Faculty of Theology, Marchia's first Principium, on 
book I, is by far the longest, taking up 29 columns in M (ca. 1700 lines 
in Mariani's edition). The third Principium, on book II, occupies 20 (ca. 
1150 lines), while the fourth Principium, on book III, fills 19 (ca. 1000 
lines), but the second Principium, on book IV, covers only 15 columns 
(ca. 875 lines). One might assume that the Principium on book IV 
should have required at least 19 columns (1000 lines) and perhaps a few 
more (over 1150 lines). One could object that M may not reflect the oral 
performance, but at least we know that, in the case of the Principium 
in IV, M carries that same redaction as D, which elsewhere preserves 
an early version of Marchia's text, closer to the lectures themselves than 
that of other versions. 

Whatever the case for the first Principium, even the second, third, 
and fourth principial sessions were longer than normal lectures. Taking 
as our guide manuscript H (Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, 
lat. 3071), which contains an early version of the questions on all four 
books, and estimating about 130 normal lectures per academic year, we 
can guess that Marchia devoted about 60 lectures to book I, 27 to book 
IV, 36 to book II, and 8 to book III, with each lecture covering a bit 
over 5 columns in H Now, putting aside manuscript E, Vat. lat. 943, 
the first two questions of book IV exist in two redactions, a short version 
in seven manuscripts and a long version in four witnesses, and H and D 
are among the codices with the short version. In D, the ca. 27 lectiones 
of book IV take up 128 columns, about 4.75 columns per lectio. In D, 
the first two questions on book IV fill 5.3 columns, slightly more than 
one lectio. Yet in D even the mutilated Principium in IV edited by 
Mariani takes up 8 columns, and it lacks the last 1096 of the incomplete 
question in M. Marchia thus needed much more than a normal lectio for 
his Principium in IV merely to cover what is preserved. If he spoke for 


3°, utrum... speciei." 
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the equivalent of two or three normal lectiones, this could have accom- 
modated question 1 or even questions 1-2 of the short version. In 2006 
my hypothesis was that the short version is an abbreviation of the long 
version.!? It now seems that it was the other way around, that the long 
version is a expanded revision of the short version. 

Let us posit that the first two questions of the short version are from 
the oral performance of the Principium, or meant to replace the notes 
taken from that performance insofar as they addressed the question, or, 
at the very least, that they completed what he originally intended to say 
in that event. If so, the short version divided the original fourth article 
proposed in the Principium into two questions. The first question was 
divided into three articles:!? 


(1) Utrum in instrumento artificiali recipiatur aliqua virtus a prin- 
cipali agente formaliter inhaerens ipsi instrumento. 

(2) Idem de naturali «instrumento», sicut de manu vel ligno vel 
huiusmodi. 

(3) Utrum in sacramentis sit aliqua virtus supernaturalis inhaerens 
formaliter. 


And the second was divided into two: 


(1) Qualem causalitatem instrumenta artificialia agentis secundarii 
habeant super effectum principalis agentis. 


(2) De principali quaesito (Utrum sacramenta novae legis habeant 
aliquam causalitatem respectu gratiae conferendae) 


Afterwards, we could posit, Marchia decided to expand these two ques- 
tions, and indeed the first nine questions of book IV, into something 
much more substantial.20 


18 
19 


SCHABEL, “Francis of Marchia's Virtus derelicta," p. 5T. 

In E. KATSOURA, C. PAPAMARKOU, C. SCHABEL, “Francis of Marchia’s Commen- 
tary on Book IV of the Sentences. Traditions and Redactions, with Questions on 
Projectile Motion, Polygamy, and the Immortality of the Soul," Picenum Seraph- 
icum 25-27 (2006-08), pp. 101-166, at pp. 113-142 the three redactions of the 
first question for book IV are printed in parallel columns, whence come these 
divisions. The long version had been critically edited in SCHABEL, “Francis of 
Marchia's Virtus derelicta," pp. 60-80, and the redaction in E (Vat. lat. 943) had 
been printed in C. SCHABEL, *La virtus derelicta di Francesco d'Appignano e il 
contesto del suo sviluppo," Atti del III Convegno Internazionale su Francesco 
d'Appignano, ed. D. PRIORI, Appignano del Tronto 2006, pp. 125-154, at 
pp. 140-154. 

Building on FRIEDMAN, SCHABEL, “Francis of Marchia’s Commentary on the 
Sentences," more details about the redactions of book IV are in KATSOURA, 
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In fact, this is something like what William O. Duba hinted at in 2008 
concerning Marchia's Principium in I, “Utrum creatio sit demonstra- 
bilis," although in that case the first question of book II of the short, first 
version in manuscripts DH, *Utrum creatio sit demonstrabilis de Deo," 
largely parallels the Principium in M. Unlike in book IV, what happened 
with book II was that both the Principium in M and the first question 
in the main redaction, ^Utrum creatio sit demonstrabilis de Deo," are 
revisions of what occurred in the oral performance of the Principium. 
Yet in the three surviving versions of that question, Marchia largely 
departs from the specific theme of the demonstrability of creation and 
concentrates on his overall principial theme of syllogistic reasoning in 
the divine, as in book IV. As Duba argued elsewhere, Marchia treated 
his principial theme in his Principia on books I, IV, and II (and in the 
first question of book II), in question 15 of book II, and finally in his last 
Principium, on book IIL?! Regarding the issue of the demonstrability 
of creation, however, as Duba remarks, “The response to the question 
Utrum creatio sit demonstrabilis de Deo does not appear until [book II], 
q. 2, a. 3777 For that matter, the response to the principial question 
“Utrum creatio sit demonstrabilis” is missing from the Principium, as 
is the response to the opening argument, and instead the question ends 
with two objections that Marchia formulates against two of his own con- 
clusions, omitting the refutations to those objections. The end of this 
incomplete section of the discussion on syllogistic reasoning has no men- 
tion of creation at all. Question 2 of book II is entitled ^Utrum creatio 
sit possibilis subiective et obiective," but the title of article 3 of question 
2 of book II is “Utrum creatio sit demonstrabilis,” precisely the title of 
the Principium in II. The implication is that question 2 of book II also 
derives from the oral performance in the Principium on book II: the 


PAPAMARKOU, SCHABEL, “Francis of Marchia's Commentary on Book IV of the 
Sentences," pp. 104-112. 

W.O. DUBA, “Francesco d’Appignano alla ricerca del Realismo," in Atti del V 
Convegno Internazionale su Francesco d'Appignano, ed. D. PRIORI, Appignano 
del Tronto 2011, pp. 61-76. 

SUAREZ-NANI, DUBA, “Introduction,” p. Ixxix. 

FRANCISCUS DE MARCHIA, Principium in Il, a. 2, ed. MARIANI, p. 306.888. 
Understandably, Mariani misunderstood the structure of this section and became 
lost back on p. 303.780, where Marchia’s response to the third of four arguments 
against his second conclusion (p. 296) is mistaken for an attack on his own third 
conclusion, and then at p. 304.800 Marchia's response to the fourth and final 
argument against his second conclusion (p. 296) is mislabelled as an attack on 
his own fourth conclusion. 
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text in M is a mutilated fragment; the first question of book II parallels 
that mutilated fragment, ending with the words “Ad primum, quando 
arguitur"; and question 2 contains the conclusion to the Principium in 
IT, more or less. 


The Long Version of Question 1 of Book IV 


Let us concentrate on the expanded version of the first two questions. 
What remains in manuscript M of the Principium in IV does not pro- 
vide an answer to the question “Whether sacramental force can cooper- 
ate instrumentally with the creation of grace.” The first two questions 
of book IV address this. Whether or not it was necessary, Francis of 
Marchia famously began his treatment of this topic with the problem 
of projectile motion. He wanted to show that when a person throws a 
stone, once the person's hand has released the stone, that hand can no 
longer be considered the efficient cause of the stone's continued motion. 
In opposion to the theory that the medium is somehow responsible for 
the stone's continued motion, Marchia argued that a force left behind, 
or virtus derelicta, in the stone explained its continued motion, although 
that force lasted only for a time. The same lesson could be applied to 
artificial instruments, such as javelins, which Marchia argued were the 
efficient causes of their effects. This discussion, in article 1, took up 
almost two thirds of the entire first question of book IV.2{ 

Marchia then moved closer to the topic at hand, asking about what 
he called natural instruments, like hands and tongues, because these are 
the instruments of the sacraments. Do they also receive some force from 
the mover? 


Isay that they do. And this is clear from the first article, because 
if that mobile, which when moved does not get accustomed to 
that motion, receives from the mover some force that continues 
that motion, much more so does that which from the motion gets 
accustomed to that motion, of which sort is any natural instrument 
of a human, as a hand or a tongue receive some force from the one 


?!  FRANCISCUS DE MARCHIA, In IV Sententiarum, q. 1 (= Principium in quar- 


tum librum Sententiarum, redactio B), a. 1, ed. SCHABEL, “Francis of Marchia’s 
Virtus derelicta," pp. 62-71.50-364. The bibliography on Marchia’s theory of 
virtus derelicta is too extensive to note here, but see the analysis and litera- 
ture cited in SCHABEL, “Francis of Marchia’s Virtus derelicta," and F. ZANIN, 
“Francis of Marchia, Virtus derelicta, and Modifications of the Basic Principles 
of Aristotelian Physics," Vivarium 44 (2006), pp. 81-95. 
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moving them. For unless they received a disposition or some form, 
they could not get accustomed or habituated to any act.?? 


Marchia gives the example of the habit of writing in the hand of the 
scribe generated by frequent writing.?° 

Again, whether it was necessary or not to make his point, this is 
where Marchia inserted an excursus on the motion of the heavens. If 
the angels or intelligences were to cease moving the heavens, the virtus 
derelicta by those movers would keep the heavens in motion for a time. 
In a sense, Marchia seems to have retreated to the topic of projectile 
motion, luckily for those interested in natural philosophy, and indeed 
he again discusses the thrown stone explicitly. Another one sixth of the 
question is expended in this way.?7 

Marchia finally gets to the ostensible point in the third and final ar- 
ticle of the first question of book IV, the shortest one at 73 lines. His 
answer to the overall question is negative, there is no force inhering for- 
mally in the sacraments, but only *a force that subsists, which is God, 
who acts immediately toward the effect of each sacrament.” He proves 
this with four arguments, he states. The first eliminates the possible 
kinds of force that this would be if God did cause or infuse one in the 
sacraments: divisible and extended along with the subject or indivisi- 
bile and unextended. Marchia is opposed to indivisible accidental forms 
in general, and he argues that they are less noble than and dependent 
on their subjects, unlike a substantial form like the rational soul in the 
body, which is indivisible and more noble than the divisible and ex- 
tended body. Since *every sacrament is divisible and extended," there 
cannot be an indivisible and unextended accidental form such as a force 
inhering in it.?* 


FRANCISCUS DE MARCHIA, In IV Sententiarum, q. 1, a. 2, ed.  SCHABEL, 
p. 74.367-373: “Dico quod sic. Et hoc patet ex primo, quoniam si illud mobile, 
quod motum non assuefit ad motum illum, recipit a movente virtutem aliquam 
motum continuantem, multo magis illud quod ex motu assuefit ad illum motum, 
cuiusmodi est quodlibet naturale hominis instrumentum, ut manus vel lingua 
recipiunt virtutem aliquam a movente ea. Nisi enim dispositionem vel formam 
aliquam reciperent, ad nullum actum assuefieri seu habituari possent; ergo etc." 
FRANCISCUS DE MARCHIA, In IV Sententiarum, q. 1, a. 2, ed. SCHABEL, 
p. 74.374-377. 

FRANCISCUS DE MARCHIA, In IV Sententiarum, q. 1, a. 2, ed.  SCHABEL, 
pp. 74-78.384-478. 

FRANCISCUS DE MARCHIA, In IV Sententiarum, q. 1, a. 3, ed. SCHABEL, 
p. 78.479—496: “.. sed tantum est in eis virtus subsistens, quae Deus est, qui 
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However one evaluates Marchia's principle of beltiodynamics, to use 
Duba’s term,?? our Franciscan's argument against such a force being 
divisible and extended in the sacraments is comprehensive, and we have 
seen it before in the Principium that Mariani edited: “every form that 
is divided or is divisible and extended with the extension of the subject 
is greater in a larger subject and lesser in a smaller one; but the force 
of a sacrament is not greater in a larger subject nor lesser in a small 
one, for the force of baptism is neither greater in more water or lesser 
in less ”30 

Marchia then eliminates the possibilities that such a force could be 
corporeal or incorporeal, first because an incorporeal accident cannot 
inhere in a corporeal subject, just as the water “and the words” in 
baptism. It cannot be corporeal, because the whole point of the sacra- 
ment is to cause something spiritual in the soul of the person receiving 
the sacrament. Indeed, it would be less proportionate to the soul and 
the desired effect than the words and water themselves.?! 

Next, Marchia shows that such a force would either be permanent 
or in flux, and it cannot be either. It cannot be permanent, since the 
main elements of the sacraments, the sacramental words, the subject, 
are successive entities and a permanent accidental form cannot inhere 
in them. Nor can such a force be fluens, because the force would only 
exist when the sacrament is true, and only *in the last instant of the 
enunciation of the last syllable or letter of this utterance: “This is my 
body’, is there the truth of that entire utterance and not before, and 
of this one: ‘I baptize you Accordingly, in baptism, there would only 
be such a force when “the Holy Spirit" is uttered that the sacrament 


immediate agit ad effectum cuiuslibetsacramenti. [..] sed quodlibet sacramen- 
tum est divisibile et extensum ...” 

29 W.O. DUBA, The Forge of Doctrine: The Academic Year 1330-31 and the Rise 
of Scotism at the University of Paris (Studia Sententiarum 2), Turnhout 2017, 
p. 155: *[T]he first principle of beltiodynamics: a being can only cause a being 
of equal or lesser nobility.” Google gives two results for the term, the other being 
from Duba’s introduction to volume II of the edition of Marchia's Reportatio 


ITA. 
3? FRANCISCUS DE MARCHIA, In IV Sententiarum, q. 1, a. 3, ed. SCHABEL, 
p. 78.496-500: “... omnis forma quae dividitur sive divisibilis est et extensa 


extensione subiecti est maior in maiori et minor in minori subiecto; sed virtus 
sacramenti non est maior in maiori nec minor in minori subiecto, nec enim virtus 
baptismi est maior in maiori aqua vel minor in minori; ergo etc." 

FRANCISCUS DE MARCHIA, In IV Sententiarum, q. 1, a. 3, ed. SCHABEL, 
pp. 78-79.501-520. 
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is true, not “the Father" or “the Son," which is contrary to Trinitarian 
theology.?? 


Finally, such a force would either be one or several. But one force 


cannot be in several subjects, and in baptism you have two, water and 
words. Nor can such a force be several, because there is only one effect 
in the soul.?? 


So after all that discussion of the virtus derelicta, Marchia ends by 


declaring, 


Therefore I say that there is no other force on the sacraments 
except a subsistent force, which is God. Nor are the sacraments 
said to be the cause of grace in any other way than the observance 
of the precepts are the cause of the glory that follows. For just 
as the observation of the precepts is called the cause of glory not 
effectively, but only because God established that He would give 
glory to everyone observing them — If thou wilt, He says, enter 
into life, keep the commandments — so similarly the sacraments 
are called the cause of grace not effectively, since this is only God, 
but insofar as God has ordained and established that He would 
grant grace effectively to everyone receiving them in a worthy way. 
Sic ad quaestionem.** 


The Long Version of Question 2 of Book IV 


If we take the Principium in IV in D and M that Father Mariani edited, 
combined with this first question in book IV, we do have what looks 
like a complete principial question, one that focuses on the ostensible 
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FRANCISCUS DE MARCHIA, In IV Sententiarum, q. 1, a. 3, ed. SCHABEL, 
pp. 79-80.521-537, esp. p. 79.526-528: “.. puta in ultimo instanti prolationis 
ultimae syllabae vel litterae istius orationis: ‘Hoc est corpus meum’, est veritas 
istius totius orationis et non ante, et istius: ‘Ego te baptizo"? 

FRANCISCUS DE MARCHIA, In IV Sententiarum, q. 1, a. 3, ed. SCHABEL, 
p. 80.538-542. 

FRANCISCUS DE MARCHIA, In IV Sententiarum, q. 1, a. 3, ed. SCHABEL, 
p. 80.543-551: *Dico ergo quod nulla alia virtus est in sacramentis nisi vir- 
tus subsistens, quae Deus est. Nec aliter sacramenta dicuntur esse causa gratiae 
quam observantiae praeceptorum sint causa gloriae consequendae. Sicut enim 
observatio praeceptorum dicitur causa gloriae non effective, sed tantum ex hoc 
quia Deus statuit cuilibet observanti praecepta dare gloriam — Si vis, inquit, 
ad vitam ingredi, serva mandata — ita consimiliter sacramenta dicuntur causa 
gratiae non effective, quia ista est solus Deus, sed pro quanto ipse Deus ordi- 
navit et statuit cuilibet digne suscipienti ipsa conferre gratiam effective. Sic ad 
quaestionem." 
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topic for maybe 596 of the text. As we have seen, in the short version, 
except for manuscript D, the question covering the virtus derelicta is 
packaged as the first question of book IV, whereas in the long version it is 
presented as a question “Circa principium quarti libri.” In both versions 
the following second question for book IV is alleged to correspond to 
distinction 2, but in the Sentences Peter Lombard begins his treatment 
of baptism in distinction 2, whereas Francis of Marchia asks a general 
question on the causality of the sacraments, which one could expect 
to apply to distinction 1, except that in the short version Marchia has 
apparently already used that distinction for the question of force.?? So 
rather than force, Marchia now asks *Whether the sacraments of the 
new law have any causality with respect to the grace to be granted," 
the subject of the concluding paragraph of the first question of book IV, 
quoted above. Lo and behold, the opening arguments cover old ground: 
on the one hand, the sacraments are supernatural instruments, which are 
not less perfect than the natural or artificial instruments of secondary 
agents, which have efficient causality with respect to *the terminus of 
the principal agent” [$1].% On the other, the opposing argument holds, 
a sacrament is an accident, which presupposes a subject, which creation 
does not presuppose, so a sacrament has no causality with respect to 
grace, which is infused through creation [$2]. As mentioned, before 
responding to the question in article 2 of this second question of book 
IV, Marchia first asks *what sort of activity or causality the artificial 
instruments of secondary agents have toward the effect of the principal 
agent" [83], and this takes up nearly two thirds of the question. 
Although Marchia has already touched on some of these terms, he 
gives some definitions. There are two types of artificial instruments 
of secondary agents, “real” and manual instruments, like an axe, and 
verbal or speech instruments that express what the speaker wants them 
to. Sound may be a natural instrument, but when formed into words 
it becomes an artificial one [$4]. In fact Marchia divides these verbal 
instruments into two types, one that expresses the same thing in general 


See also the pertinent remarks in U. ZAHND, "Zwischen Verteidigung, Vermit- 
tlung und Adaptation. Sentenzenkommentare des spáten Mittelalters und die 
Frage nach der Wirksamkeit der Sakramente,” in Vermitteln — Übersetzen — 
Begegnen. Transferphänomene im europäischen Mittelalter und in der Frühen 
Neuzeit. Interdisziplinäre Annäherungen, ed. B.J. NEMES, A. RABUS (Nova 
Mediaevalia 8), Góttingen 2011, pp. 33-86, at pp. 43-44. 

I will cite the text in square brackets according to the numbered paragraphs in 
the edition below. 
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and in common and another that does so specially and determinately. 
Unless he means things like screams, presumably the first kind is akin to 
when you speak and people hear you without being able to distinguish 
(or understand) what you are saying, as when my father is watching 
TV or listening to French. The second is when you say words in a 
language that is understood by a listener [85]. The implication is that 
since sacraments are to differing degrees verbal or speech instruments, 
if such instruments have real causality, then so do the sacraments. 

Marchia says that there are two opinions about the causality of arti- 
ficial instruments. The first is that both manual and verbal or speech 
instruments “have true and real active causality over the effect of the 
principal agent," that is, the person employing the tool or uttering the 
words, whereas the second opinion holds the opposite [§§6, 13]. I have 
yet to find these positions verbatim elsewhere, but the first is T'homist 
and the second is Scotist. Still, it is possible that he is in part merely 
expanding on the division of his senior Franciscan confrére Peter Auriol 
in his own opening question on book IV from lectures delivered at Paris 
in early 1318.57 

For the first opinion, Marchia supplies objections to both claims. Re- 
garding verbal instruments, the objection is that the meaning of the 
words is not really there in the words without it being imposed on them, 
nor is the meaning apparent to all listeners [$$10-11]. As for manual in- 
struments, they have no active form themselves, but merely size, shape, 
and qualities like hardness or sharpness, in the case of an axe, by which 
one body resists another [$12]. The second opinion apparently accepts 
the objections to the first opinion's claims about verbal instruments and 
builds on those against the causality of manual instruments [813]. The 
opinion argues that manual instruments function via a mere incompos- 
sibility of forms, such that an axe does not efficiently expel the parts of 
wood in its way, but only formally, because the axe and the wood have a 
certain incompossibility about being in the same place [8814-17]. “An- 
other doctor holds the same conclusion," Marchia says, meaning Peter 
Auriol, but rather than a formal incompossibility of two things in the 
same place, Auriol flips it to maintain that it is impossible for one ubi 
or form to be in more than one body or subject [$18]. 

Marchia offers an objection to what Auriol and the others of the second 
opinion have in common, that manual instruments have no activity, first 


57 PETRUS AUREOLI, In quartum librum Sententiarum, d. 1, q. 1, a. 3, ed. Roma 


1605, p. 14aD-bC. 
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because when one body expels another it must be immediately conjoined 
to that other body, because this expulsion occurs via touching. Thus 
neither someone chopping wood nor even his hand is in contact with 
the wood, but only the instrument. The instrument is an agent with 
agency. Besides, the axe has its own downward tendency over and above 
the force of the person doing the chopping, and although the axe cuts 
with greater effect and more quickly with that extra force, the formal 
incompossibility of the axe and wood remains the same [8819-23]. 

Not surprisingly, then, Marchia agrees with the second opinion re- 
garding the effective causality of verbal instruments, which he denies, 
but against that opinion he maintains that manual instruments have a 
real effective causality over the effect of the principal agent [8824-25]. 
Regarding verbal instruments, Marchia refers back to his discussion “in 
alia quaestione," the first of book IV, but this reference is missing in the 
short version in D and so must have been added to the long one. Marchia 
explains that an utterance is a divisible form, but signification is not, 
and so indivisible signification cannot inhere in a divisible utterance. 
Indeed, the same signification in different languages may be in a longer 
or shorter utterance, such as “pet” in English and *xoxovóto Coo" in 
Greek, and there is no greater or lesser signification causing greater or 
lesser understanding in the listener when a monosyllablic or polysyllabic 
word is used for the same thing. Marchia gives a quick explanation for 
how language is learned: just as a dog learns that a beating is coming 
after repeatedly hearing a yell and feeling the blows that follow, a hu- 
man quickly learns that after a mother whispers “yum yum,” food will 
follow [8826-29]. 

What happens with manual instruments, says Marchia, is that the 
artificial instrument transfers the causality of the principal agent to the 
passive recipient, which is required whenever the principal agent is not 
immediate to or touching that object [8830-31]. We are getting into 
familiar Marchia territory now. Causality or activity works in three 
ways, he declares. In one way when the active cause is applied to the 
passive item, like fire to wood, which causes combustion. In a second way 
when an active cause merely determines the active toward the passive, 
as when “someone throwing a stone upwards determines that stone to 
such a motion according to such a difference of position that, when it 
ceases, the stone still moves according to this difference of position via 
the virtus derelicta in it from the thrower.” In a third way, however, in 
an executive way or by carrying out or continuing the effect or motion 
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begun by the principal agent: in this way “the force left behind in the 
stone by the thrower," quips Marchia, works as an active causal agent 
"executive et continuative tantum" [832]. 

For Marchia, tools moved by the hand work in the same way that a 
stone thrown violently upward does, not in the first or second way, but 
only in the third way: 

Just as a motive or active force is left behind in a rock by the 
thrower, but is active by applying the active to the passive not by 
determining, since the one determining is nobler than the thing 
determined, but only by carrying out and continuing the motion 
begun by the principal throwing agent, so similarly it is with an 
artificial tool, namely that some force that is active in this way, 
namely in carrying out and continuing, is left behind in it by the 
artisan moving it [$33]. 


'This Marchia further illustrates with the example of the tired artisan 
who lifts his tool and merely lets it fall, and yet the tool still has its 
effect, and thus only via the virtus derelicta in it by the earlier upward 
motion [833]. 

Francis of Marchia has nicely brought us back to his first question for 
book IV and his famous theory of virtus derelicta. Two thirds into his 
second question, Marchia now turns in article 2 to conclude the issue 
that he said he would address in his surviving fragmentary Principium 
on book IV on the causality of the sacraments, but which he failed to 
discuss. No one would say that the sacraments have of their own nature 
causality over the human soul, but one view, a Thomist opinion, is that 
they have causality as instruments of divine mercy for our salvation, not 
with respect to grace, which comes via creation and is out of the reach 
of human agency, but over character, ^an embellishment of the soul that 
disposes it toward grace" [$$39-40]. Marchia perhaps associates this 
opinion with Aquinas himself, although the arguments and phrasing 
appear to be his own formulations. 

While Marchia thinks that God could have arranged things in this 
way, he argues that it is not the case de facto or fitting or in line with 
reason. He gives several theological reasons against it. For example, 
character, like grace, is created, and in any case it is only impressed in the 
sacraments that can be repeated, not in all of them. Moreover, character 
is not a cause of grace anyway, because it is compatible with mortal sin. 
In conclusion, it seems to Marchia, de facto the sacraments have no 
causality with respect to grace or any previous disposition toward grace 
[845—49]. 
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In parallel with what he had maintained in question 1 denying any vir- 
tus formally inhering in the sacraments, here too Marchia insists that we 
are merely dealing here with constant, or at least regular, conjunction, 
not causality: 


Whenever some agent does something on account of some end, 
which when done that end follows regularly, that is said to be a 
cause of that [end], although it has no causality over it; this does 
come about causally, not by it, but by another [850]. [...] The one 
ministering the Lord's sacraments must minister them for this end, 
namely so that such an effect follows that God has established to 
confer on the soul of the one receiving it. And because this end 
follows regularly, therefore the sacraments are said to be the cause 
of grace, although they have no causality over it [852]. 


According to this convenental causality, Marchia goes on to liken the 
action of the sacraments to the executive and continuative role of man- 
ual tools, such that the sacraments are like the medium between God 
and man in the reduction of man to God. Nevertheless, in respond- 
ing to the arguments of the opposing view he cautions that unlike with 
manual tools, which are proportionate to the recipient, there is no pro- 
portion between the sacraments and the soul, so they have no causality 
or activity over the effect of the principal agent, God [$53]. 


Conclusion 


'The gestation, birth, and maturation of the genre of principia on the 
Sentences of Peter Lombard was a slow process. Especially in the early 
decades, theologians chose different paths for the publication of their 
principia, including various modes of recycling. In the case of Francis of 
Marchia’s Príncipium in IV, what we have examined in four manuscripts 
is an expanded version of the first two of Francis of Marchia’s questions 
on book IV, based on the short version, which respond to the missing 
article 4 announced in the truncated remains of the written Principium 
in IV. It is possible that article 4 was covered orally and perhaps even 
in the original written Principium, but that Marchia decided to rework 
and/or repackage that material as the first two questions of book IV, so 
he had the parallel section of the original written Principium physically 
removed. 'l'he best alternative to this is that Marchia ran out of time 
while delivering his Principium, breaking off in the middle of article 3, 
and simply moved on to article 4 in the first two lectures on book IV. 
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Marchia may have intended to produce a long redaction of his entire 
book IV, but he did not get very far. In responding to the arguments of 
the opposing opinion in article 2 of question 2, Marchia refers three times 
to a later discussion of how fire torments the damned evil spirits and 
souls separated from their bodies, only the most vague of which — “alibi 
habet locum" — is in the short version in D [8855, 57-58]. The surviving 
question devoted to that issue, however, number one of distinction 48, 
^Utrum spiritus incorporeus possit pati ab igne infernali," is less than 
250 words long and is hardly worthy of being cited in that way. Marchia 
must have planned something more elaborate, but ran out of time or will. 
What remains of that short question does have a future-tensed reference 
to book IL, *et de illa videbitur in 29," confirming that Marchia read 
in the sequence I-IV-II-III, but again suggesting that he was unable to 
produce a complete Scriptum on book IV. 

What Marchia does manage to do with question 2, however, is bring 
his Principium in IV and his virtus derelicta project to a positive com- 
pletion: after denying in question 1 that sacraments have any virtus 
inhering in them, he now says that the causality of the sacraments is in 
some imperfect way analogous to how projectile motion occurs works. 


Note on the Edition 


The long version of question 2 of book IV is contained in four manu- 
scripts:?? 


C Città del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Chig. lat. B 
VII 113, ff. 178rb-180va 

P Praha, Knihovna metropolitní kapituly 531 (C 99), ff. 168va-171vb 

W Wien, Österreichische Nationalbibliothek, Cod. 4826, 196rb-198va 

Z Paris, Bibliothèque nationale de France, lat. 15852, ff. 169ra-vb, 
171rb-172ra 


The edition has been made on the basis of old microfilms, directly or via 
Gallica in the case of Z. The results are similar to those found in editing 
question 1: there are three independent branches of the stemma deriving 
from the same archetype: CZ, P, and W. CZ and P are both very 
good, while W is rather bad, for example committing here 6 omissions 


55 For more details on these manuscripts see FRIEDMAN, SCHABEL, “Francis of 


Marchia's Commentary on the Sentences," pp. 41, 44-47. 
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per homoeoteleuton. A few minor errors in C affirm that it is not the 
source of Z, but it is much better than Z, which commits 3 omissions per 
homoeoteleuton. Accordingly, the ratio edendi is to follow two branches 
against the third. Here is a chart of how often each branch and witness 
strays from the text as edited following that ratio edendi: 


W ca. 150 (6 hom.) 
P ca. 25 (1 major om.) 
CZ ca. 25 
C ca. 35 additional (60 total) 
Z ca. 120 additional (3 hom.) (145 total) 


Where this is not possible and all else is equal, CZ are weighted more 
than P, simply because that text survives in two witnesses, but Z on 
its own is given the least credence. On occasion the majority is wrong 
and I have gone with one manuscript, probably a scribal correction, as 
in these three instances: 


$12: instrumenta] sacramenta CWZ 
823: intendatur] intensa CPW 


$47: nihil] non add. CWZ 


With vague abbreviations a principle of charity has been applied. To 
reduce the size of the apparatus criticus, I do not report the differences 
between igitur and ergo and forms of iste and ille, in which cases I 
follow the majority. Scribal corrections that do not inform us about the 
stemma are also ignored here. 


Appendix 


Francisci de Marchia Scriptum in quartum librum Sententiarum, 
quaestio 2 


Circa distinctionem secundam quaero utrum sacramenta novae legis ha- 
beant causalitatem aliquam respectu gratiae conferendae. 

[1] Videtur quod sic, quia instrumenta supernaturalia agentis primi, 
cuius sunt sacramenta, non sunt imperfectiora instrumentis naturalibus 
vel artificialibus agentis secundarii; sed instrumenta artificialia agen- 
tis secundarii habent causalitatem el D 168vb|fectivam respectu termini 
agentis principalis; ergo et sacramenta respectu gratiae. 

[2] Contra, quoniam sacramentum est quoddam accidens; accidens 
autem praesupponit subiectum, quod non praesupponit creatio; ergo 
sacramentum non habet causalitatem aliquam respectu gratiae, quae 
infunditur per creationem. 


[3] Circa istam quaestionem duo sunt videnda. Primo enim videndum 
est de instrumentis artificialibus agentis secundarii qualem [Z 169rb] 
habeant activitatem sive causalitatem super effectum principalis agentis; 
secundo utrum sacramenta novae legis habeant causalitatem aliquam 
effectivam respectu gratiae conferendae, |W 196va] quod est principale 
quaesitum. 


«Articulus primus 


(4| Quantum ad primum est primo sciendum quod instrumentum ar- 
tificiale agentis secundarii est duplex: quoddam reale et manuale, ut 
securis, dolabra, et huiusmodi; aliud verbale sive sermocinale, ut sermo 
articulatus, qui est instrumentum artificiale ordinatum ad exprimendum 
conceptum loquentis. Licet enim sonus absolute sumptus sit instrumen- 
tum naturale, tamen vox articulata sive articulate formata non est in- 
strumentum naturale sed artificiale. 


2 conferendae] om. W 3 instrumenta] in sacramenta W 5 instrumenta] na- 
turalia et add. P 5-6 artificialia — secundarii] agentis secundarii artificialia W 
6 termini] tertii Z 9 subiectum] om. W 12 duo] om. Z enim] om. Z 
13 qualem] qualiter CZ 14 habeant] habeat W principalis] principalem W 
15 habeant] habent CZ 17 quaesitum] propositum W 20 manuale] materiale 
W 24-25 tamen - artificiale] mg. W; sed accidentale add. (non mg.) W 24 
articulata] artificiata Z (arti'^ C) articulate] artificiate Z (arti'^ C) 


10 


15 


20 


25 


130 


30 


35 


40 


45 


50 


Chris SCHABEL 


[5] Est tamen advertendum quod sonus huiusmodi sive vox articulata 
potest dupliciter accipi, quia uno modo in generali et in communi, vide- 
licet ut significat aliquid in communi; alio modo in speciali, ut videlicet 
determinate significat hoc vel illud. Primo modo dico quod vox articu- 
lata significat aliquid naturaliter, nec hoc est in potestate instituentis. 
Cum etiam ut sic idem significet apud omnes, et ita quod vox absolute 
significet, non est in potestate nec ex institutione alicuius instituentis, 
sed hoc habet ex natura sua. Secundo autem modo significat ad placi- 
tum. Quod enim ista vox ‘homo’ significet istam rem magis quam illam, 
hoc est a beneplacito imponentis, et ut sic eaedem voces non eadem, im- 
mo diversa, significant apud diversos. Quod autem primo modo vox non 
significet ad placitum nec ex institutione patet, quoniam prolata aliqua 
voce cuiuscumque idiomatis ab aliquo, audiens percipit et intelligit quod 
illa vox significat aliquid. Quia tamen nescit quid determinate significet, 
ideo sciens quod aliquid significat in generali quaerit quid significet in 
speciali. Omnis enim quaestio aliquid supponit et aliud quaerit, et ita 
iste quaerens quid talis vox significet in speciali supponit et intelligit 
ipsam aliquid significare in generali. 


«Primus modus dicendi Thomistarum> 


[6] Tunc ad propositum, [C 178va] secundum praedicta duo genera in- 
strumentorum artificialium, sunt hic duo modi dicendi de causalitate [P 
169ra] ipsorum respectu effectus principalis agentis. Unus modus dicen- 
di est totaliter affirmativus, videlicet quod tam instrumentum artificiale 
manuale quam etiam sermocinale habent veram et realem causalitatem 
activam super effectum principalis agentis. 

[7] De instrumento manuali probatur, quoniam experimentaliter ad 
sensum patet quod diversa instrumenta adhibentur et sunt necessaria 
ad diversos effectus, quod non esset nisi haberent causalitatem aliquam 
super illos. 


26 articulata] arti CZ 27-28 videlicet ut] tr. W 29 modo] om. Z 29-30 
articulata] arti'^ CZ 30 hoc] om. W 31-32 cum - instituentis] om. per hom. 
W 31 etiam] enim Z (def. W) 32 ex] in P(def. W) alicuius instituentis] tr. 
P (def. W) 33 hoc habet] tr. Z 34 homo] om. W significet] significat CZ 
rem] om. W illam] aliam W 35 sic] sicut W 37 placitum] beneplacitum 
Z 39 nescit] non scit P; scit W quid] om. Z 41 enim] autem W; om. Z 
supponit — quaerit] quaerit et aliud supponit W aliud] aliquid P 42 talis] 
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[8] Secundo probatur idem de instrumento sermocinali, quoniam se- 
cundum Philosophum in principio De sensu et sensato, “sermo audibilis 
est causa disciplinae" Constat autem quod non est causa eius materia- 
lis, nec formalis, cum non sit subiectum disciplinae nec de essentia sua, 
nec finalis; ergo est effectiva. 

[9] Praeterea, instrumentum voluntatis non est imperfectius instru- 
mento potentiae naturalis; sed instrumentum potentiae naturalis habet 
causalitatem aliquam super effectum suum, ut patet de semine; ergo 
multo magis sermo loquentis, qui est instrumentum voluntatis, habet 
causalitatem aliquam super conceptum eius exprimendum. 


« Contra primum modum dicendi 


[10] Sed contra istum modum ponendi arguitur. Et primo contra secun- 
dum membrum de instrumento sermocinali sic: [W 196vb] illud quod 
non convenit alicui nisi mere ex institutione imponentis non convenit 
sibi realiter nec ponit aliquid in eo realiter, voluntaria enim impositio 
instituentis sive institutio imponentis non ponit aliquid in eo realiter, sed 
tantum secundum rationem; sed nomina sunt instituta ad significandum 
ad placitum; ergo huiusmodi voluntaria institutio nominis ad significan- 
dum non ponit in nomine significante aliquid realiter; ergo nomen sive 
sermo per hoc quod significat aliquid non potest esse principium alicuius 
effectus realis. 

[11] Praeterea, quicquid est realiter in voce significante est realiter 
perceptibile a quocumque audiente; sed nomen vel sermo loquentis non 
movet quemcumque audientem ad intelligendum eius conceptum; ergo 
non habet in se aliquid realiter per quod causet conceptum loquentis in 
intellectu audientis alicuius. 


58 non] nec PZ 61 sed- naturalis?] om. per hom. W 63 habet] habebit P 64 
causalitatem] activam add. W eius] ei Z 68 mere] om. CZ institutione] 
instima"* Z 69 nec] neque Z aliquid in eo] in eo aliquid Z 69-70 impositio 
instituentis sive] om. W 72 voluntaria institutio] vol? institutio vo" C — 72-73 
significandum] sti? Z 73 ponit] ponitur W nomen] verbum Z 74 per] 
propter Z 77 nomen vel] verbalis Z 78 audientem] om. P 80 alicuius] alicui 
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56-57 philosophum - disciplinae: ARISTOTELES, De sensu et sensato, c. 1: 437a12-13; 
Aristotelis Physica, De celo et mundo, De generatione et corruptione, De anima, De 

sensu et sensato, De memoria et reminiscentia, De somno et vigilia, De longitudine et 

brevitate vitae, De meteoris, cum Averrois Cordubensis expositionibus; Liber Averrois 

de substantia orbis, ed. Venezia: O. Scotus, 1496, f. 335vb: “Sermo enim audibilis 

existens causa est disciplinae." 
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[12] Secundo arguitur contra aliud membrum, videlicet de instrumen- 
to manuali, et primo sic: illud quod non habet aliquam virtutem sive 
formam activam per quam agat non habet activitatem aliquam respectu 
alicuius effectus; sed huiusmodi instrumenta non habent in se aliquam 
virtutem activam; ergo etc. Probatio minoris: quia huiusmodi artificia- 
lia instrumenta, sicut securis, non habent nisi quantitatem, figuram, et 
qualitatem aliquam, puta duritiem vel acutiem et huiusmodi; sed nul- 
lum horum est forma activa: nec enim quantitas est forma activa, [P 
169rb] nec figura, nec etiam durities, quoniam durities, cum non sit ni- 
si quaedam qualitas resistens qua unum corpus potest resistere alteri, 
per consequens magis est [Z 169va] qualitas cuiusdam impassibilitatis 
quam sit principium agendi sive resistendi; acuties etiam, cum non sit 
nisi quaedam privatio partium grossarum, non potest esse principium 
agendi; ergo etc. [C 178vb] 


«Secundus modus dicendi Scotistarum> 


[13] Secundus modus dicendi est contrarius, videlicet quod nullum in- 
strumentum habet causalitatem aliquam activam super effectum princi- 
palis agentis. Et primo probatur hoc de instrumento manuali, quia de 
alio iam probatum est, et datur modus quomodo huiusmodi instrumen- 
tum se habeat ad effectum principalis agentis. 

[14] Ad cuius evidentiam dicunt isti quod sicut est in alteratione, ita 
est in motu locali. Nunc autem in alteratione sic est quod aliter alte- 
rans, puta ignis calefaciens, expellit a passo formam, puta frigiditatem 
ab aqua, aliter ipsa forma quae est principium alterationis, puta calor 
genitus in aqua. Ignis enim expellit effective, calor autem non effective, 
sed formaliter, propter incompossibilitatem formalem caloris et frigoris 
in eodem subiecto. Consimiliter, secundum istos, in motu locali aliquid 
expellit aliud ab aliquo loco effective, ut ponens vinum in dolio expellit 
effective aerem ab eo, sicut in eo ponit aliud corpus effective; aliquid ex- 
pellit corpus a loco non effective, sed tantum formaliter, propter solam 
incompossibilitatem quasi formalem eius cum illo, sicut ipsum corpus 


81 secundo] sed Z 82 manuali] ut manuali C; materiali Z 83 aliquam] om. CZ 
84 instrumenta] sacramenta CWZ 86 habent] habet W 88 horum] istorum W 
nec- activa?] om. per hom. Z 90 alteri] et add. Z 92 sive- etiam] vel patiendi 
Z etiam] om. W (def. Z) 93 nisi] om. W 98 hoc] om. Z 102 aliter] 
alter P; om. W 105 expellit effective] effective a.c. Wi; tr. p.c. mg. infra W 
109 ponit] ponitur W 110 a loco] om. W 111 eius] iter. Z illo] termino 
W ipsum corpus] patet corpus W; unum Z 


99 iam probatum est: Hic supra, 8810-11. 
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positum in uno loco, puta vinum in dolio, expellit aliud corpus quod 
invenit in eo. Non enim expellit effective, quia nec effective se ponit ibi, 
sed tantum formaliter propter incompossibilitatem unius corporis cum 
alio. Est enim formalis incompossibilitas inter duo corpora respectu 
eiusdem loci sicut inter formas [W 197ra] contrarias respectu eiusdem 
subiecti. 

[15] Tunc ad propositum, secundum istos, actio instrumenti, ut se- 
curis, est expellere unum corpus ab aliquo loco per divisionem, non ef- 
fective — quia isto modo expellit artifex dividens, divisio enim partium 
quam operatur artifex non est nisi expulsio partium rei divisae a loco in 
quo ponitur instrumentum — sed actio instrumenti est dividere et par- 
tes expellere tantum formaliter propter incompossibilitatem formalem 
ipsius cum partibus expulsis in eodem loco. 

[16] Pro ista opinione arguitur primo sic: [P 169va] quaecumque ha- 
bent formalem incompossibilitatem ad invicem non expellunt se effec- 
tive, sed tantum formaliter, eo enim modo expellunt se quo habent in- 
compossibilitatem; sed instrumentum artificiale, puta securis, et lignum 
respectu eiusdem loci habent incompossibilitatem solum formaliter; ergo 
etc. 

[17] Praeterea, quod non habet in se aliquam formam activam non po- 
test habere aliquam activitatem; sed huiusmodi artificiale instrumentum 
non habet aliquam formam activam, ut visum est supra; ergo etc. 


«Opinio Petri Aureoli 


[18] Alius doctor tenet eandem conclusionem cum ista, videlicet quod 
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instrumentum artificiale huiusmodi non habet causalitatem aliquam ef- 
fectivam, non tamen dicit quod corpus sive partes corporis divisi expel- 
latur ab instrumento formaliter propter incompossibilitatem formalem 
duorum in uno loco, sicut ponit praedicta opinio, sed propter rationem 
oppositam, videlicet propter hoc: quia impossibile est unum [C 179ra] 
ubi esse in pluribus corporibus. Unde prima positio ponit quod huiu- 
smodi expulsio fit propter hoc: quia impossibile est duo corpora esse in 
uno loco sicut et duas formas contrarias in uno subiecto. Iste autem 
doctor ponit quod hoc est propter rationem oppositam, videlicet quia 
impossibile est unam formam esse in pluribus subiectis. 


« Contra secundum modum dicendi» 


[19] Sed contra hoc in quo isti concordant, videlicet quod huiusmodi in- 
strumenta artificialia manualia nullam activitatem habeant, arguo primo 
sic: omne corpus expellens aliud effective et immediate sine aliqua al- 
teratione praevia est immediatum corpori expellendo. Oportet enim, 
ut dicit Philosophus, VII Physicorum, agens et patiens proximum es- 
se coniuncta. Quicquid enim sit de alterante, quia non oportet quod 
alterans sit coniunctum passo, tamen corpus agens seu movens imme- 
diatum localiter sine alteratione oportet esse coniunctum corpori moto. 
Et ratio huius est quoniam movens aliquid localiter non movet illud nisi 
tangendo; non potest autem illud tangere nisi sit sibi coniunctum; qua- 
re etc. Sed artifex scindendo lignum movet et dividit localiter partes 
ligni absque aliqua alteratione praevia; ergo oportet illud quo expellit 
effective immediate esse coniunctum partibus expellendis. Sed manus 
eius non expellit immediate, nec enim manus est instrumentum imme- 
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diatum expellens coniunctum immediate corpori expellendo, ut patet; 
ergo oportet aliquid praeter manum eius concurrere quod sit coniunc- 
tum corpori expellendo. |P 169vb] Sed hoc non est nisi instrumentum; 
ergo ipsum habet veram activitatem. 

[20] Praeterea, illud quod simul cum alio, circumscripta ac[Z 169vb]ti- 
one, non expellit ipsum, non expellit illud nisi mediante actione; sed 
securis posita simul cum ligno sine actione media non expellit eius partes; 
ergo quando expellit, non nisi agendo expellit. 

[21] Praeterea, illud quod est instrumentum agentis, ut agens divi- 
ditur contra aliud genus causae, [W 179rb] vere se habet active; sed 
instrumentum artificiale est instrumentum agentis ut agens dividitur 
contra quodlibet aliud genus causae; ergo vere se habet active in ordine 
instrumenti, sicut agens principale in suo ordine. 

[22] Praeterea, illud quod motum violenter fortius movetur quam si 
naturaliter moveretur, si motum naturaliter habet actionem, et motum 
violenter; sed instrumentum artificiale fortius interdum movetur ab arti- 
fice violenter quam moveretur per se naturaliter deorsum; ergo etc. Sed 
ipsum, sicut et quodcumque grave motum naturaliter deorsum, virtu- 
te suae formae dividit medium effective, non enim aer dividitur ab alio 
quam a iaculo vel a quocumque corpore in ipso moto; ergo etc. 

[23] Praeterea, confirmatur, quia non intenditur effectus nisi aliqua 
causarum eius intendatur; sed quanto artifex celerius et fortius dividit 
corpus aliquod, tanto magis et citius partes illius expellit, cum tamen 
ex hoc incompossibilitas duorum corporum in eodem loco non sit maior; 
ergo huiusmodi divisio maior non est propter incompossibilitatem huius- 
modi formalem istorum duorum corporum, cum ista incompossibilitas 
sit eadem quomodocumque fiat sive qualitercumque sit ista divisio. 


«Opinio propria 


[24] Et ideo dico aliter. Teneo enim cum secunda opinione quantum ad 
instrumentum artificiale sermocinale, puta quod vox articulata signifi- 
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cativa non habet causalitatem aliquam TO 179rb] effectivam, ut videlicet 
significat ad placitum. 

[25] Secundo quantum ad instrumentum artificiale aliud, quod est 
manuale, dico quod habet causalitatem aliquam effectivam realem super 
effectum agentis principalis. 

[26] Primam conclusionem, quae est de instrumento sermocinali, pro- 
bo ex dictis in alia quaestione sic: nulla forma accidentalis indivisibilis 
est realiter et formaliter in aliquo subiecto divisibili — hoc patet ex dif- 
ferentia quae est inter formam substantialem et accidentalem posita in 
alia quaestione; sed vox articulata est forma divisibilis realiter per par- 
tes cum, transeunte una eius parte, alia maneat; significatio autem est 
quaedam forma indivisibilis; igitur ipsa [P 170ra] non est in voce realiter, 
sed tantum secundum rationem. 

[27] Probatio minoris: quia omnis forma divisibilis et extensa exten- 
sione subiecti sui est maior in maiori subiecto et minor in minori; sed 
in maiori vel longiori voce non oportet quod sit maior significatio quam 
in minori, immo est interdum econverso secundum diversa idiomata, 
tunc enim quanto nomen esset maius et plurium syllabarum, tanto esset 
perfectioris significationis et tanto generaret perfectiorem conceptum in 
animo audientis, quod falsum est; ergo etc. 

[28] Et si quaeras: unde ergo vel quomodo anima cognoscit ordinem 
istius vocis ad suum significatum, ex quo nomen non causat eius con- 
ceptum significatum nec significatio formaliter est in ipso? 

[29] Respondeo quod hoc cognoscit ex actibus exterioribus frequen- 
tatis ad prolationem talis vocis factis et subsecutis. Exemplum: bruta 
constat quod non cognoscunt significatum alicuius entis, et tamen quan- 
do quis incipit clamare et post clamorem statim sequitur percussio et 
hoc vicibus iteratis, tunc ex tali sensibili, puta percussione quae ad cla- 
morem frequenter sequitur, apprehendunt clamorem istum significare 
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huius percussionem. Consimiliter dico de hominibus. Videns enim ali- 
quem vocem aliquam proferentem vel audientem ad illam vocem facere 
frequenter aliquid, ex illo percipit ordinem rationis illius vocis [W 197va] 
ad suum significatum, sicut de minimo. Videns enim |Z 171rb] quod ab 
illis plus appreciatur quam prius et quod per plus accipitur, ex hoc con- 
cipit quod noviter hoc institutum est, licet ex hoc non sit in ipso aliquid 
realiter quod prius non esset. 

[30] Secundam conclusionem, quae est de alio instrumento, probo sic: 
omne realiter deferens causalitatem activam agentis ad passum habet 
aliquam causalitatem activam super effectum agentis cuius causalitatem 
activam defert; sed istud instrumentum artificiale defert causalitatem 
principalis agentis ad passum receptivum effectus; ergo etc. 

[31] Probatio minoris: omne agens non praesens passo indiget aliquo 
deferente suam causalitatem passo in quod debet agere; sed artifex sive 
manus eius non est praesens passo in quod agit quando dividit lignum; 
ergo indiget aliquo deferente suam causalitatem ad ipsum quod sit sibi 
praesens. Sed tale non est nisi instrumentum; ergo etc. 

[32] Ad videndum autem qualis sit huiusmodi causalitas instrumenti 
effec|C 179va]tiva, est [P 170rb] sciendum quod triplex est modus cau- 
salitatis seu activitatis. Aliqua enim causa est activa applicando tantum 
activum passivo, ut ignem applicans lignis dicitur comburere ipsa ligna. 
Aliquid secundo est causa activa non isto modo, sed tantum determi- 
nando activum ad effectum, sicut movens seu proiciens lapidem sursum 
determinat lapidem ad talem motum secundum talem differentiam posi- 
tionis, quo cessante adhuc lapis per virtutem in eo derelictam a proiciente 
movetur secundum istam differentiam positionis. Tertio aliquid est cau- 
sa agens seu movens non aliquo praedictorum modorum, sed executive 
sive exequendo et continuando effectum sive motum ab eo inchoatum, 
sicut virtus derelicta in lapide a proiciente. Talis enim habet rationem 
seu modum agentis executive et continuative tantum. 
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[33] Tunc dico ad propositum quod instrumenta artificialia moven- 
tur a manu artificis consimili modo quo lapis movetur violenter sursum. 
Et ideo dico [Z 171va] quod sicut in lapide derelinquitur a proicien- 
te virtus motiva seu activa, non activa applicando activum passivo nec 
determinando, quia determinans est nobilius determinato, sed tantum 
exequendo et continuando motum inchoatum a principali agente proi- 
ciente, ita consimiliter de instrumento artificiali, quod videlicet in eo 
derelinquitur ab artifice movente ipsum aliqua virtus isto modo activa, 
videlicet exequendo et continuando. Et ita dico quod instrumentum ha- 
bet propriam causalitatem effectivam continuantem et exequentem et 
deferentem causalitatem activam principalis agentis passo. Non autem 
determinantem, quia determinans est nobilius determinato; instrumen- 
tum autem est ignobilius principali agente; ergo non determinat ipsum. 
Nec applicative: unde et interdum, artificibus fatigatis elevantibus in- 
strumentum et ipsum tantum cadere permittentibus, adhuc instrumen- 
tum habet effectum suum aliquem quem non habet nisi per virtutem ex 
motu derelictam in ipso. 


« Ad rationes primi modi dicendi» 


[14 


[34-8] Ad rationes in contrarium. Ad primam, “sermo audibilis est cau- 
sa disciplinae," concedo quod est causa eius, non tamen realiter ipsam 
efficiendo, sed tantum [W 197vb] per collationem eius ad suum signifi- 
catum, ut signi ad significatum. Audiens enim talem sermonem concipit 
ordinem rationis ipsius ad suum significatum, ut prius dictum est. 
[35-9] Ad secundam, [P 170va] quando dicitur quod “instrumentum 
voluntatis non est imperfectius instrumento potentiae naturalis," detur. 
Sed tunc quando dicitur in minori quod illud est activum etc., dico quod 
verum est quod instrumentum potentiae naturalis est activum ratione 
illius formae quae realiter et formaliter est in eo, non autem quantum 
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ad illam quae non est realiter in eo. Nunc autem in instrumento vo- 
luntatis, quod est sermo ipse, non est formaliter seu realiter huiusmodi 
significatio sive ordo eius ad rem significatam, cum huiusmodi ordo sit 
tantum secundum rationem et formaliter indivisibilis, sermo autem sit 
divisibilis. Et ita non est simile de isto et de illo instrumento. 


« Ad rationes secundi modi dicendi» 


[36-16] Ad rationes pro alio instrumento. |C 179vb] Ad primam, cum 
dicitur quod tantum expellunt se formaliter etc., dico quod non est ve- 
rum. Huiusmodi enim formalis incompossibilitas duorum corporum in 
eodem loco non est ratio sufficiens expellendi corpus a loco nisi cum 
hoc concurrat aliqua causalitas effectiva. Quod patet, quoniam unus la- 
pis positus iuxta alium sine actione et motu praevio non expellit ipsum 
quiescendo. 

[37-17] Ad secundam, quando dicitur quod non habet aliquam formam 
activam, dico quod ista ratio procedit ex falsa imaginatione. Imagina- 
tur enim quod si instrumentum concurrat effective ad actionem, quod 
habeat per se necessario aliquam formam activam per quam agat, quod 
falsum est. Nec ego pono ipsum sic habere causalitatem aliquam effecti- 
vam, videlicet per formam aliquam activam quam ipsum habeat per se, 
sed ab alio, videlicet a principali agente. 

[38] Ad cuius evidentiam est sciendum quod haec est differentia inter 
qualitatem sensibilem et quantitatem, quoniam qualitas sensibilis sicut 
calor agit et est activus non tantum ut motus ab alio agente, sed per 
se — unde et separatus, secundum Avicennam, VI Metaphysicae, capi- 
tulo 4, calefacit — et ita tales huiusmodi formae sunt activae virtute 
sui generis. Quantitas autem non agit nec est de se activa nisi mota 
ab alia virtute, et ita dico quod licet instrumentum non habeat aliquam 
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virtutem activam virtute propria, habet tamen aliquid quod est activum 
ut a primo agente motum. 


« Articulus secundus» 
«Opinio Thomistarum> 


[39] Quantum ad secundum principale est una opinio quod sacramenta 
instituta a Christo possunt dupliciter accipi, quia vel secundum se quan- 
tum ad propriam naturam cuiuslibet, vel ut sunt quaedam instrumenta 
divinae misericordiae ad nostram salutem instituta. 

[40] Tunc dicitur quod primo modo non habent causalitatem aliquam 
super aliquem effectum in anima. Secundo autem modo habent causali- 
tatem, non super gratiam, cum sit terminus creationis, ad quem creatura 
non potest agere, sed super ID 170vb] characterem, qui est quidam or- 
natus animae disponens eam ad gratiam. 

[41] Pro ista opinione arguitur quadrupliciter. Primo sic: quod non 
habet aliquam causalitatem effectivam alicuius nec dispositivam non est 
per se causa illius termini; sed sacramenta sunt per se causa gratiae, non 
tantum per accidens; ergo habent aliquam causalitatem vel super gra- 
tiam immediate vel saltem super aliquam dispositionem praecedentem. 

[42] Praeterea secundo, instrumentum divinae misericordiae non est 
imperfectius nec minus efficax quam sit instrumentum divinae iustitiae; 
sed ignis infernalis, qui est divinae iustitiae instrumentum, habet super 
damnatos quos affligit veram et realem causalitatem, iuxta [W 198ra] 
illud Matthaei 25: Discedite a me maledicti in ignem aeternum etc.; 
ergo multo magis aqua baptismi, quae est instrumentum divinae mise- 
ricordiae, habet causalitatem aliquam super animam baptizati. 

[43] Praeterea tertio, instrumenta supernaturalia primi agentis, cuius- 
modi sunt ipsa sacramenta, non sunt imperfectiora instrumentis artificia- 
libus [Z 171vb] secundarii agentis; sed illa habent causalitatem aliquam 
[C 180ra] effectivam super effectum principalis agentis, ut dictum est in 
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articulo praecedenti; ergo etc. 

[44] Praeterea quarto, quodcumque instrumentum ut a principali agen- 
te motum potest in effectum aliquem perfectiorem in quem non potest 
virtute propria, ergo et sacramenta ut instrumenta divinae misericordiae 
possunt in effectum aliquem incorporeum et spiritualem virtute primi 
agentis, videlicet Dei, in quem non possunt per se. 


« Contra aliam opinionem 


[45] Sed contra istam opinionem arguo, si intelligat quod de facto hu- 
iusmodi sacramenta habeant aliquid causare in virtute cuiuscumque in 
anima. Si enim loqueretur de possibili, non nego quin hoc Deus posset 
facere. Sed quod hoc non sit de facto, nec etiam sit congruum ponere 
nec rationi consonum, arguo primo sic: character ita introducitur sive 
infunditur in anima per creationem sicut ipsa gratia, ergo non potest 
magis super eum habere causalitatem ipsum sacramentum quam super 
gratiam. 

[46] Praeterea secundo, quia character non imprimitur in omnibus 
sacramentis. Non enim imprimitur nisi in sacramentis initerabilibus, 
ergo saltem alia sacramenta non habent huiusmodi causalitatem. 

[47] Praeterea tertio, nihil est per se causa gratiae propter dispositio- 
nem aliquam quae non necessitat ad gratiam; sed character non neces- 
sitat ad gratiam, stat enim cum peccato mortali, cum non sit perfectior 
fide informi quae stat cum peccato mortali, dicente Apostolo: Si habue- 
ro omnem, fidem etc.; constat autem quod illud quod stat cum peccato 
mortali non est dispositio necessitans ad gratiam; [P 171ra] ergo etc. 

[48] Praeterea quarto, istud praevium disponens animam ad gratiam 
ad quod agit sacramentum, ut dicis, aut est causa effectiva gratiae aut 
non. Si est causa effectiva, ergo creatura agit ad terminum creatio- 
nis, quod etiam tu negas. Si non, non solvis quaestionem nec evadis 
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difficultatem, quomodo videlicet sacramenta sunt per se causa gratiae. 
Probatio: illud quod non est causa tertii nisi mediante aliquo interme- 
dio, si illud intermedium non est causa illius tertii, nec illud primum, 
cum non sit eius causa nisi ratione illius; sed sacramenta non sunt, per 
te, causa gratiae nisi ratione huius dispositionis praeviae seu characteris; 
ergo etc. 

[49] Et ideo quicquid sit de possibili, non videtur mihi quod de facto 
sit ponendum sacramenta habere causalitatem aliquam respectu gratiae 
nec alicuius dispositionis praeviae. 

[50] Et si quaeras, ^Quomodo ergo sunt causa gratiae?" dico quod 
dicuntur causa gratiae isto modo: quandocumque enim aliquod agens 
facit aliquid propter aliquem finem, quo facto sequitur regulariter ille 
finis, tale dicitur esse causa illius, quantumcumque nullam causalitatem 
habeat super illud, sed hoc proveniat causaliter, non ab illo, [W 198rb] 
sed ab alio. 

[51] Exemplum: doctor proponit discipulo propositiones ordinate ut 
ipse intelligat et percipiat eius conceptum, et ideo dicitur docere ipsum 
per propositiones, quantumcumque istae propositiones nullam causali- 
tatem habeant super disciplinam. Similiter, homo generans dicitur esse 
causa hominis geniti solum ex hoc: quia disponit materiam qua dispo- 
sitione facta regulariter Deus infundit animam. 

[52] Consimiliter dico [C 180rb| in proposito. Ministrans enim domi- 
nica sacramenta debet ea ministrare propter istum finem, ut videlicet 
sequatur talis effectus quem Deus statuit conferre animae suscipientis. 
Et quia talis finis regulariter sequitur, ideo sacramenta dicuntur causa 
gratiae, licet nullam habeant causalitatem super ipsam. 

[53] Et est hic advertendum quod, sicut dictum est de causalitate 
instrumentorum artificialium, ita quantum ad aliquid consimiliter di- 
cendum est de causalitate instrumentorum supernaturalium, videlicet 
sacramentorum. Sicut enim instrumenta artificialia sunt causa effec- 
tiva effectus principalis agentis non determinativa nec applicativa, ut 


362 videlicet] scilicet P 363 probatio] probo W tertii] om. Z aliquo | 
om. Z 365-366 non? - te] per te non sunt P 366 te] se WZ huius] istius 
Z praeviae] primae C; praecise Z seu] sive W 369 sacramenta habere] 
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dictum est, sed executiva et continuativa ac[P 171rbjtionis principalis 
agentis, ita sacramenta ipsa dicuntur causa gratiae non applicativa ac- 
tivi passivo nec determinativa ad agendum, sed dicuntur aliquo modo 
causa continuans causam primam cum secunda, puta voluntatem divi- 
nam cum humana, quae prius propter peccatum erat ab ipsa divisa et 
separata quantum ad volitum: /niquitates enim vestrae diviserunt inter 
vos et Deum vestrum, ut dicitur in Isaia. Deus ergo vult peccatorem ad 
se reducere per illud per quod peccavit, puta corporalia. Sicut ergo in- 
strumentum artificiale est medium continuans causalitatem sive deferens 
ipsius artificis principaliter operantis ad passum, ita divina sacramen- 
ta ex divina institutione sunt quasi quoddam medium inter Deum et 
hominem reducendo hominem ad Deum et effectum Dei ad eum defe- 
rendo. Quia enim homo humiliat se suscipiendo huiusmodi sacramenta 
corporalia, ideo Deus statuit eum ad se |Z 172ra] reducere gratiam ei 
conferendo. 


« Ad rationes aliae opinionis 


[54-41] Ad rationes pro alia opinione. Ad primam, quando dicitur “illud 
quod non habet aliquam activitatem" etc., dico quod duplex est causa, 
quaedam naturalis ex natura rei, alia tantum ex institutione divina, non 
ex aliquo quod realiter sit in ipsa. Prima causa necessario habet aliquam 
activitatem, et quod nullam habet non potest dici per se causa isto modo. 
Ad hoc autem quod aliquid dicatur per se causa alicuius secundo modo 
non oportet quod habeat super illud activitatem aliquam, sed sufficit 
quod illud sequatur ad ipsum regulariter, et hoc ab instituente, quoniam 
nec istud tale habet causalitatem aliquam ex se super effectum, sed 
tantum ex institutione instituentis. Sic est in proposito de sacramentis 
respectu gratiae conferendae. 

[55-42] Ad secundam de igne infernali, quomodo ignis habeat cruciare 


395 nec] neque Z 396 causa] om. W 397 divisa] dimissa W 398 vestrae] 
nostrae W 399 vos] nos W vestrum] nostrum W ut — isaia] ut dicitur 
isaia + lacuna P; om. W 400 per?] om. C corporalia] per corporalia C; om. 
P sicut] sic W 401 artificiale] om. W deferens] de facto Z 404-405 eum 
deferendo] eundem ferendo W 405 enim] autem Z suscipiendo] sustinendo Z 
409 rationes] rationem etiam W 411 divina] om. P 413 causa] ergo add. W 
416 instituente] institutione W 418 sic] sicut WZ  desacramentis] destruentis 
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damnatos, hoc habet videri inferius. Sed pro nunc potest dici quod non 
est simile de illo instrumento et de sacramento, quoniam ignis ex natu- 
ra sua natus est causare dispositionem aliquam in corpore, qua causata 
necessario sequitur dolor in parte [W 198va] sensitiva, ad quem etiam 
tertio sequitur dolor sive tristitia in parte intellectiva, et hoc propter na- 
turalem colligantiam partis sensitivae et intellectivae, tam inter se quam 
etiam cum corpore. Ista enim |P 171va] tria habent ordinem et colligan- 
tiam inter se, videlicet [C 180va] corpus perfectibile ab anima, appetitus 
sensitivus, et appetitus intellectivus. Propter quod corpore aliquam in- 
dispositionem patiente necessario condolet appetitus sensitivus et etiam 
intellectivus. Nec est in potestate sua sibi non condolere, licet sit in eius 
potestate moderari hoc vel non. 

[56] Exemplum: pater videns filium quem summe diligit affligi quadam 
naturali necessitate sibi compatitur et condolet, non quod huiusmodi 
dolor patris causetur effective ab afflictione filii, nec etiam ab affligente 
filium, sed ab ipsomet patre. Sic dico in proposito de igne infernali. Non 
enim affligit damnatos causando aliquid in anima eorum effective, sed 
tantum in corpore ipsorum, ad quod sequitur dolor et afflictio in anima 
propter eius naturalem colligantiam cum corpore, qui quidem dolor est 
ab anima effective, non ab igne. Sacramenta autem non faciunt aliquid 
in corpore ad quod sequatur necessario effectus aliquis in anima, et ita 
non est simile. Quomodo autem maligni spiritus et animae separatae a 
corporibus crucientur alibi habet locum. 

[57] Posset etiam forte dici quod non plus ignis infernalis agit effective 
nec habet activitatem aliquam in damnatis quam habeant sacramenta in 
anima suscipientis, cum quo tamen stat quod ipsi maligni spiritus ibidem 
detenti patiuntur et cruciantur. Quomodo autem hoc sit videbitur circa 
finem. 
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421 inferius: Hic infra, FRANCISCUS DE MARCHIA, Reportatio in quartum librum 
Sententiarum, d. 48, q. 1: *Utrum spiritus incorporeus possit pati ab igne infernali.” 
443 alibi habet locum: Hic infra, FRANCISCUS DE MARCHIA, Reportatio in quar- 
tum librum Sententiarum, d. 48, q. 1. 447-448 videbitur circa finem: Hic infra, 
FRANCISCUS DE MARCHIA, Reportatio in quartum librum Sententiarum, d. 48, q. 1. 
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[58-43] Ad tertiam, quando dicitur quod instrumenta supernaturalia 
non sunt imperfectiora etc., dico quod quantum ad aliquid sunt perfec- 
tiora illis, puta quantum ad effectum ad quem ordinantur, et quantum 
ad aliud sunt imperfectiora, videlicet quantum ad causalitatem sive ac- 
tivitatem super effectum. Sacramenta enim, quia improportionata ani- 
mae in qua effectus eorum recipitur, ideo nullam habent causalitatem 
nec activitatem super effectum aliquem principalis agentis, Dei videlicet, 
cuius sunt instrumenta. Instrumenta autem artificialia agentis secunda- 
rii, quia proportionata passo in quo effectus agentis principalis recipitur, 
et etiam ipsi effec[P 171vb]tui, cum ista omnia sint corporalia, et nullum 
eorum sit spirituale, ideo habent et habere possunt causalitatem aliquam 
activam super effectum principalis agentis. Et ita non est simile de istis 
et de illis instrumentis, cum ista, videlicet agentis secundarii, sint pro- 
portionata tam effectui quam etiam ipsi passo, sacramenta autem sint 
utrique istorum improportionata, sicut corporale spirituali. 

[59-44] Ad quartam dico quod ista ratio probat — si aliquid probat — 
de possibili, non de facto. 


[60-1] Ad argumentum in principio patet solutio per nunc dicta. 
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'The 1340s at Paris marked the university's return to undisputed domi- 
nance as the intellectual center of the world, after two decades of rivalry 
with Oxford. The year of the Black Death, 1348-1349, also represents 
the full maturation of the principial genre, culminating in the huge sets 
of principia by the Augustinian Hugolino of Orvieto and, especially, 
the Cistercian Pierre Ceffons, in which the authors report explicitly, at 
length, and sometimes verbatim the arguments and counter-arguments 
of their socii. We have the names of some two dozen socii for the aca- 
demic years 1343-1344, 1344-1345, and 1348-1349, and written traces 
of the principia of six theologians, including three full sets of princip- 
ial questions. All four principia of the Cistercian Jean de Mirecourt, 
who read 1344-1345, have come down to us, both sermons and ques- 
tions, in addition to those of Hugolino of Orvieto (except for sermons 
II-IV) and Pierre Ceffons from 1348-1349. We also have something of 


» 'This paper was completed under the aegis of ERC project DEBATE 771589. I 
thank the book editors for their helpful comments. Most of the prosopographical 
information given in this paper is found in papal letters, most of which have not 
been published in full, and many of which have not been published at all. I cite 
the letters published by the Bibliothéque des Écoles francaises d'Athénes et de 
Rome (BEFAR) via Brepolis’ Ut per litteras apostolicas... database, especially 
since some of the summaries have never been published in print form. 
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the first principium of one of Mirecourt's fellow bachelors, the Carmelite 
Paul of Perugia, but remnants of Paul's principium can also be found 
within his questions on the Sentences propter, and this is also true for 
his socius the Augustinian Alphonsus Vargas of Toledo and for Vargas’ 
confrére Gregory of Rimini, who lectured the previous academic year, 
1343-1344. On the other hand, in MS Graz, Universitatsbibliothek 836, 
we merely have two principial sermons from the Franciscan Ascencius 
of Sainte-Colombe, a socius of Hugolino and Ceffons, although, despite 
a later rubric, one of them instead comes from his Bible lectures (see 
Appendix 1, p. 256).! 

One thing needs to be stated at the outset: the main surviving texts 
can claim to have been quite important, even in the case of Pierre 
Ceffons, whose questions on the Sentences are preserved in only one 
manuscript, but who was one of Hugolino's main opponents. Roughly 
one hundred bachelors of theology had the great honor of reading the 
Sentences at Paris in the decade, and yet a mere six sets of questions 
have come down to us, in addition to the Prologue of the Franciscan 
Jacques d’Epinal (see Appendix 2, p. 258). This rate of over 90% at- 
trition makes the multiple extant witnesses of Paul of Perugia, Jean 
de Mirecourt, Hugolino of Orvieto, Alphonsus Vargas, and Gregory of 
Rimini all the more impressive. Nor can we rule out the possibility 
that Ceffons' text had a significant impact, since his Parvum Decretum, 
taken from his question on distinction 18 of book IV of the Sentences, 
was largely copied verbatim into the famous Somnium Viridarii? In- 
deed, a quarter century later we still find theologians quoting at length 
from all six sets of questions on the Sentences from the 1340s.? 


1 
2 


I thank Michaela Scheibl for her assistance with the Graz manuscript. 

See R. LAMBERTINI and C. SCHABEL, *A New Source for the Somnium Viridarii: 
Pierre Ceffons's Parvum Decretum," in Mediaeval Studies 83 (2021), pp. 87-118, 
and C. SCHABEL and R. LAMBERTINI, ^New Evidence for the Reception of the 
Michaelist Treatise Allegationes de potestate imperiali (1338-39): The Parvum 
Decretum of Pierre Ceffons and the Somnium Viridarii,” in Picenum Seraphicum 
34 (2020), pp. 173-178. 

Just to take two Cistercian examples from my own editing work on the Fil- 
ioque (dd. 9-12) and divine foreknowledge (dd. 38-39) in questions on book I, 
Conrad of Ebrach, who read the Sentences at Bologna in 1368-69, borrowed ex- 
tensively from Hugolino of Orvieto, Gregory of Rimini, and Paul of Perugia, with 
à bit of Pierre Ceffons in other contexts as well, while James of Eltville, who 
read the Sentences at Paris the following year, copied lengthy passages from 
Alphonsus Vargas, Gregory of Rimini, and Jean de Mirecourt: C. SCHABEL, 
“Cistercian University Theologians on the Filioque,” in Archa Verbi 11 (2014), 
pp. 124-189; C. SCHABEL, “James of Eltville and the Determinist Trend in Late 
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The questions on the Sentences of all three Augustinians have been 
printed, those of Rimini and Hugolino in recent critical additions and 
that of Vargas in an easily accessible (but corrupt) incunabulum.^ A 
transcription of book I of Mirecourt's questions, including the first prin- 
cipial question but not the sermon, has been online for some time;? I 
have transcribed the other three principial questions and all four ser- 
mons for a forthcoming critical edition with Monica Brinzei I have 
also edited Ceffons' four giant principia (questions and sermons) and 
transcribed the fragments of Paul of Perugia's. The present paper is di- 
vided into three parts. Part I focuses on the academic years 1343-1344 
and 1344-1345 and investigates how in the case of Gregory of Rimini, 
Alphonsus Vargas, and Paul of Perugia principial material was incor- 
porated into their questions on Lombard proper. Part II concentrates 
on the principia of the academic year 1348-1349 and what they reveal 
about the identity, sequence, doctrine, and nature of the debates be- 
tween specific socii. Part III presents what the principia from the 1340s 
can tell us about the nuts and bolts of the academic exercise. 


Fourteenth-Century Theology," in The Cistercian James of Eltville (11393): Au- 
thor in Paris and Authority in Vienna, ed. M. BRÎNZEI and C. SCHABEL (Studia 
Sententiarum, 3), Turnhout 2018, pp. 383-417; M. BRÎNZEI and C. SCHABEL, 
“Les Cisterciens de l'université. Le cas du commentaire des Sentences de Conrad 
d'Ebrach (11399)," in Les Cisterciens et la transmission des textes (XII°—X VIII 
siècles), ed. A.-M. TURCAN-VERKERK, D. STUTZMANN, T. FALMAGNE, and 
P. GANDIL (Bibliothèque d'histoire culturelle du Moyen Age, 18), Turnhout 2018, 
pp. 453-486. Both Ebrach and Eltville also quoted from Pierre Ceffons. 
Gregorii Ariminensis OESA Lectura super primum et secundum Senten- 
tiarum, ed. D. TRAPP, V. MARCOLINO, W. ECKERMANN, M. SANTOS-NOYA, 
M. ScHULTZE, W. SIMON, W. URBAN, and V. WENDLAND, 7 volumes (Spátmit- 
telalter und Reformation. Texte und Untersuchungen, 6-12), Berlin 1981-1987; 
Hugolini de Urbe Veteri OESA Commentarius in quattuor libros Sententiarum, 
ed. W. ECKERMANN and V. MARCOLINO, 4 volumes (Cassiciacum, Supplement- 
band, 8-11), Würzburg 1980-1988; ALPHONSUS VARGAS TOLETANUS, In pri- 
mum Sententiarum, ed. Venice 1490 (reprint 1952; a searchable digital version 
of the edition, made by Luciana Cioca, is on the THESIS website: http://thesis- 
project.ro/alphonsusvargas/texts.html), also extant in over a dozen manuscript 
witnesses (editing work on James of Eltville, who quotes Vargas frequently, has 
revealed the inadequacy of this incunabulum). 

http:/ /filosofia.dipafilo.unimi.it /~mparodi/mirecourt/home.htm, ed. M. PAR- 
ODI, E. RANDI, and L. CACCIA DOMINIONI, with bio-bibliography on Mirecourt. 
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I: 1343-1345 
Paul of Perugia, Gregory of Rimini, Alphonsus 
Vargas, and Jean de Mirecourt 


1 Principial Material Outside Principia: 1343-1344 and 
1344-1345 


Although of the four surviving sets of questions on the Sentences from 
the academic years 1343-1344 and 1344-1345 only one comes with all 
four principia, that of the Cistercian Jean de Mirecourt, there is strong 
evidence that in the other three sets material from the principial de- 
bates was incorporated into the questions proper on the four books, a 
phenomenon visible from the beginning of the genre.Ó There is thus 
hope that, even where no principia survive, we might nevertheless be 
able to reconstruct the principial debates of some years. For the aca- 
demic year 1344-1345, I will first look at the evidence in Paul of Perugia 
and then, for reasons that will become clear, at the Augustinians read- 
ing the Sentences in 1343-1344 and 1344-1345, before turning to the 
principia of Jean de Mirecourt in the second section. I will argue that 
in 1344-1345 ten bachelors participated in the principial debates in the 
following order (numbers 2-5 being impossible to determine further): 


1] Paul of Perugia, Carmelite 
2-5| Fernand Johannis, secular, Collége de la Sorbonne 
2-5] Robert of Corbie, secular 
2-5] Alphonsus Dionysii of Lisbon (of Portugal), secular 
2-5] John Ferrati, secular 
6] John of Blois, Benedictine of Marmoutier Abbey 
] Jean de Mirecourt, Cistercian 
8] William of Musnier, Dominican 
9] Bartholomew/Bertolus, Franciscan 
10] Alphonsus Vargas of Toledo, Augustinian Hermit 


1.1 The Carmelite Paul of Perugia, 1344-1345 


Of the four manuscripts preserving the Carmelite Paul of Perugia's ques- 
tions on the four books of the Sentences (a fifth contains just book 
IV), two of them begin with the question *Whether someone seeing 


9 See, for example, my chapter on Francis of Marchia in this book. 
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scientifically the distinct relations in the simple essence sees some po- 
tency in it.” This question, which is absent in the other two witnesses, is 
introduced by the phrase, “As is the custom, I move the following ques- 
tion circa principium Sententiarum" Ordinarily one might suspect that 
this is not a principium, since the phrase circa principium was common 
enough at the beginning of books of the Sentences even before principial 
questions became popular.? Moreover, although one of Paul's princip- 
ial sermons may survive in a Florentine manuscript,? in the witnesses 


PAULUS PERUSINUS, Principium in primum Sententiarum, Mantova, Biblioteca 
comunale, G.IIL.3, f. 1ra (M); Città del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica Vat- 
icana, Chigianus B.VI.97, f. lra (V): “Ut moris est, circa principium Senten- 
tiarum moveo talem quaestionem: utrum videns scientifice relationes distinctas 
in simplici essentia videat in ipsa aliquam potentiam." The question is absent 
in Bologna, Biblioteca comunale dell’ Archiginnasio, lat. A.941 (B) and Praha, 
Narodní Museum, XIII.D.5 (P). For a question and citation list, see C. SCHABEL, 
“The Sentences Commentary of Paul of Perugia, O.Carm. With an Edition of 
His Question on Divine Foreknowledge," in Recherches de Théologie et Philoso- 
phie Médiévales 72 (2005), pp. 54-112, which updates the work of B.M. XIBERTA, 
“De Paulo Perusino, Baccalario, O.Carm.,” in Analecta Ordinis Carmelitarum 
5 (1926), pp. 425-488, and De scriptoribus scholasticis saeculi XIV ex ordine 
Carmelitarum (Revue d'histoire ecclésiastique/Bibliothéque, 6), Louvain 1931, 
pp. 285-316. A copy of Paul's book IV is in Eichstátt, Universitätsbibliothek, 
Cod. st 475, ff. 13ra-48vb, dated 1366, but the incipit differs enough to suggest 
that it may be a different version: K.H. KELLER, Die mittelalterlichen Hand- 
schriften der Universitätsbibliothek Eichstätt, Bd.: 3. Aus Cod. st 4'71—Cod. st 
699, Wiesbaden 2004, pp. 16-20. Pieter Beullens has identified fragment 3.115 
in the Bernard Rosenthal Collection, University of Virginia, as from qq. 3-4 of 
Paul's book I, edited in J. ETZWILER, “The Nature of Theological Knowledge 
According to Paul of Perugia, O.Carm. (fl. 1344)," in Carmelus 34 (1987), 
pp. 135-175. William Duba has collated the fragment against the edition. 

For example, in January 1300 and 1301 respectively the Dominicans William 
Peter of Godino and James of Metz both began their questions on book II with 
Circa principium secundi libri; see the editions in J.W. PECK and C. SCHABEL, 
“James of Metz and the Dominican Tradition on the Eternity of the World, ca. 
1300," in Medioevo 40 (2015), pp. 265-330, at pp. 298 (Metz) and 321 (Godin). 
'The Cistercian James of Eltville did the same in early 1370; see M. BRÍNZEI, 
“When Theologians Play Philosopher: A Lost Confrontation between James of 
Eltville and His socii on the Perfection of Species and Its Infinite Latitude,” 
in The Cistercian James of Eltville (11393). Author in Paris and Authority in 
Vienna, ed. M. BRINZEI, C. SCHABEL (Studia Sententiarum, 3), Turnhout 2018, 
pp. 43-77, at p. 43. 

XIBERTA, De scriptoribus scholasticis saeculi XIV ex ordine Carmelitarum, 
p. 287, reports that the fifteenth-century Carmelite Arnold of Bost had recorded 
the incipit of Paul's principial sermons as “In monte salvum te fac,” and 
F. STEGMÜLLER, Repertorium commentariorum in Sententias Petri Lombardi, 
2 vols., Würzburg 1947, vol. 1, pp. 299 and 447, no. 1010, found an anonymous 
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carrying this question there is no sermon, no mention of any socii, and 
at about 500 lines long, by no means small by ordinary standards, the 
question is tiny compared to the other dozen surviving principial ques- 
tions from the decade. Yet we have the circumstantial evidence that this 
first question is missing in two of the four witnesses, which all claim that 
the next question is circa prohoemium Sententiarum, that is, the prolo- 
gus, leaving few options but principium as an identifier for the previous 
question. The first question itself would be slightly odd in a prologus, 
and then there is the phrase “as is the custom," ut moris est, which 
seems to be a marker of a principium. 

The best evidence, however, lies elsewhere. Paul refers to what appear 
to be some of his socii in the questions on the Sentences themselves, in 
what is perhaps recycled principial material. The potential socii are 
mentioned toward the end of book I, just before the section on divine 
knowledge. In question 31, ^Whether the divine relations indicate per- 
fection without qualification," in the Bologna and Vatican manuscripts 
Paul refers to what ^Master Ferrandus argued," although the phrase is 
missing in the Mantua witness. Later in the same question, where the 
Bologna witness refers to the ^argument of Master Robert," the passage 
is in the margin of the Mantua copy where it is specified as “the argu- 
ment of Master Robert de Corbeya.” Earlier in that question, however, 
where Mantua simply has *a certain doctor of ours," Bologna calls him 
“Master Robert of Auvergne" and the Vatican manuscript reads “Mas- 
ter Robert of the Order of Blessed Mary of Carmel," so either there are 
two Roberts mentioned in the question or the references are confused. 1? 
Then, in question 34, “Whether the divine persons are constituted by 
absolute properties," there is a brief debate about relations with some- 
one ^who made arguments against me," identified as Bartholomaeus 
in the Vatican manuscript, but once as Bertolus Minor, it seems, in 
the Bologna codex, where he is called a bachelor in the margin, and 


principial sermon with that incipit in Firenze, Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale, 
C.V. 358 (without giving folios), which, judging from the next entry (no. 1012), 
^Elias ascendit in verticem Carmeli," contains Carmelite principial sermons. 
PAULUS PERUSINUS, In quatuor libros Sententiarum I, q. 31 (B 41rb; M 21va; 
V 44va): *Utrum relationes divinae dicant perfectionem simpliciter." (B 41va; 
V 44va): “.. sicut arguebat magister Ferrandus.." || (B 41va): “Sed ad istam 
rationem respondet quidam reverendus bachalarius, scilicet magister Robertus 
de Alvernia.."; (M 21va): *.. quidam doctor noster.."; (V 44vb): *.. magister 
Robertus Ordinis beatae Mariae de Carmelo...” || (B 42vb): “Quarto sic, et 
est ratio magistri Roberti"; (M 22ra mg.): "et est ratio magistri Roberti de 
Corbeya.” 


10 


The Genre Matures 


another time as Bartolen. in the same codex.!! Finally, in question 35, 
“Whether, in the divine, person and essence are the same,” again in 
the context of relations, Paul mentions an instantiam quam facit frater 
Alfonsus Augustiniensis.? Aside from Alphonsus, these theologians are 
little known, suggesting that they are socii, which is how they seem to 
be cited anyway.!? 

'The context proves that these passages come from the principial dis- 
putation. Recall that the principial question, “Whether someone seeing 
scientifically the distinct relations in the simple essence sees some po- 
tency in it,” is also on relations, suggesting that Paul moved some of the 
debate to the questions on relations in the first book of the Sentences. 
The principial question is divided into six articles according to six key 
terms in the question, visio, scientifica cognitio, relatio, distinctio, sim- 
plicitas, and potentia. The third article of the principium, on relations, 
defends four theses (conclusiones) that correspond virtually verbatim to 
the four articles or dicta in question 31: 


Paul of Perugia, Principium I, a. 3 Paul of Perugia, In I Sent., q. 31 


Prima conclusio est quod relatio dicit Primum est quod relatio divina for- 


perfectum... maliter sumpta dicit perfectionem. 
Secunda conclusio est quod relatio in Secundum dictum declarandum est 
divinis est infinita... quod relatio divina est infinita. 
Tertia conclusio est quod relatio dicit ` Tertium dictum est videre de perfec- 
perfectionem simpliciter... tione simpliciter... Et secundum hoc 


pono duas conclusiones. Prima, quod 
relatio dicit perfectionem simpliciter. 


H PAULUS PERUSINUS, In quatuor libros Sententiarum I, q. 34 (B 45rb; M 23ra; 


V 48va): "Utrum personae divinae constituantur per proprietates absolutas." 
(B 46ra; M 23rb; V 49rb): “Ex istis potest apparere quod duae rationes 
Bartholo? (V)/Bertol? Minoris* (B; bachalarius mg.? B)/B' contra me (M) non 
concludunt...” (B 46rb; V 49rb): *.. concedo maiorem Bartolen. (B)/Bar. 
(V).." See also the question list in SCHABEL, “The Sentences Commentary of 
Paul of Perugia, O.Carm.,” p. 76. 

PAULUS PERUSINUS, In quatuor libros Sententiarum I, q. 35 (B 46rb; M 23va; 
V 49va): "Utrum in divinis persona et essentia sint idem." (B 46va; M 23va; 
V 49va): *Verum est quod maior illius rationis impeditur per unam instantiam 
quam facit frater Alfonsus Augustin(iensis) (B)/Alphonsus (M)/frater Alfonsus 
(V)..” 

See also XIBERTA, De scriptoribus scholasticis saeculi XIV ex ordine Carmeli- 
tarum, pp. 299-300. 
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Quarta conclusio est quod perfec- 
tiones in Deo reperiuntur... 


Quartum dictum est continens duas 
propositiones. Prima est quod 


perfectiones simpliciter reperiuntur 
formaliter in Deo. 


The debate with Bertolus/Bartholomaeus in question 34 and the passage 
on Alphonsus in question 35 are connected to the first two theses of 
article four, “the divine persons are distinguished infinitely" and “in 
the person of the Father generating and spirating are not distinguished 


realiter”: 


Paul of Perugia, Principium I, a. 4 


Prima conclusio est quod personae 
divinae distinguuntur infinite... 


Secunda conclusio est quod in per- 
sona Patris generare et spirare non 
distinguuntur realiter... 


Paul of Perugia, In I Sent., qq. 34-35 


Et sic concedo maiorem Bartolen., 
quod nullum infinitum universaliter 
distinguitur ab alio infinito... 

. instantiam quam facit frater Al- 
fonsus Augustiniensis sic: quia sup- 
posita maiori, infert minorem sic; sed 


paternitas et spiratio passiva ad in- 
vicem non opponuntur; igitur non re- 
aliter distinguuntur. 


The circumstantial evidence goes both ways: the contexts of the men- 
tions of probable socii in questions 31, 34, and 35 demonstrate that the 
first question is a principium, while the subject matter of the principium 
shows that the theologians mentioned in those questions are indeed socii. 
The 1339 Carmelite General Chapter in Limoges assigned Paul of 
Perugia to read the Sentences at Paris in 1341-1342, should Bernard de 
Petra not be able to do so. Bernard apparently carried out his duties, 
because the 1342 Carmelite General Chapter in Lyon then allotted a 
now slightly older Paul the slot in the academic year 1344-1345, which 
is supported by a manuscript colophon for book I that dates that section 
to 1344. Paul died and was buried in Paris soon after his lectures.!4 
Alphonsus the Augustinian is clearly Alphonsus Fernandi Vargas of 
Toledo, for whom we also have independent reasons to place him in the 
same year, including colophons in Vargas’ manuscripts and the Venice 
edition of 1490 that date the lectures to 1344 or 1345. Vargas was 
master of theology by 24 February 1348, when he may have been regent 


14 See ScHABEL, “The Sentences Commentary of Paul of Perugia, O.Carm.," 


pp. 56-57, and the sources cited there. 
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master at the Augustinians’ Montpellier studium, since on that date and 
again in 1350 the pope asked Vargas to promote someone there, if the 
person was deserving. On 13 February 1353 Vargas became bishop of 
Badajoz in the Crown of Castile near the Portuguese border, then on 
25 October 1354 bishop of Osma near Burgos, and finally, on 18 June 
1361, archbishop of Seville, where he died on 27 December 1366.15 

Robert is more complicated. If we accept all the manuscript evidence 
as valid, then we have two people named Robert cited in the same ques- 
tion: first, a Carmelite bachelor named Robert of Auvergne who was 
doctor by the time the Mantua manuscript or its redaction was drawn 
up, presumably the Robert whom Xiberta identified as Robert de Mon- 
trolio or Mostorolo (probably Montreuil), a Carmelite who lectured on 
the Sentences in 1342-1343, although I have been able to link Montreuil 
to Auvergne; second, Robert de Corbeya, as in the Mantua margin. 
Robert of Corbie was a well-known secular cleric from the diocese of 
Amiens, active at Paris for several decades. Already reigning as master 
of arts as a member of the Picard Nation in June 1331, he served as 
rector twice by June 1342, when he was still termed just master of arts, 
as he was in April 1345. This Robert had definitely read the Sentences 
before 1 August 1346, however, but he was still bachelor of theology in 
October 1349, when he sought a living in Paris. By August 1351, Robert 
was master of theology, but he did not receive à canonry in Paris until 
June 1365 (he already possessed two elsewhere), still regent master of 
theology, having reigned for 24 years (an error for 34?) in both philos- 
ophy and theology, and having now served as university nuncio to the 
papal curia three times.!6 


15 


The main study of Vargas is the old J. KURZINGER, Alfonsus Vargas Tole- 
tamus und seine theologische Einleitungslehre: ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der 
Scholastik im 14. Jahrhundert (Beitráge zur Geschichte der Philosophie des 
Mittelalters, 22.5-6), Münster i.W. 1930, but for the latest bio-bibliographical 
data, see P.J.J.M. BAKKER and J.H.L. VAN DEN BERCKEN, “The Commentary 
on Aristotle's De anima by Alphonsus Vargas Toletanus, OESA,” in Bulletin 
de philosophie médiévale 52 (2010), pp. 201—234, at pp. 201-202, in addition to 
Chartularium Universitatis Parisiensis (= CUP), ed. H. DENIFLE and E. CHATE- 
LAIN, 5 vols., Paris 1889-1897, vol. 2, nos. 1149 and 1181. The colophon to the 
Venice 1490 edition of book I says that Alphonsus “legit Parisius anno Domini 
1345": ALPHONSUS VARGAS TOLETANUS, /n primum Sententiarum, ed. Venice 
1490, col. 658. 

16 CUP II, nos. 913, 1131, and 1175; CUP III, nos. 1213, 1255, 1262, 1305, and 
1310; Rotuli Parisienses. Supplications to the Pope from the University of Paris. 
Volume One: 1316-1349, ed. W.J. COURTENAY (Education and Society in the 
Middle Ages and Renaissance, 14), Leiden 2002, pp. 76, 136-137, 232, 258, and 
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Finally, in the context of the Immaculate Conception of the Virgin in 
book III, Paul cites a magister Gilbertus (magister Gerardus in the Man- 
tua witness), and Xiberta suggests that this might be Gilbert Cossardi, 
from the diocese of Rouen, described as master of arts and bachelor of 
theology on 20 June 1342, who was master by 19 May 1349. He received 
a third benefice in 1353, but little else is known about him.!7 


1.2 The Augustinian Gregory of Rimini, 1343—1344 


A letter of Pope Clement VI dated 12 January 1345 recommending Gre- 
gory of Rimini's promotion to master of theology at Paris gives us a 
glimpse of the Augustinian's academic career until then, starting at Paris 
around 1322, moving to Bologna, Padua, and Perugia then returning to 
Paris for his lectures on the Sentences, which we are fairly certain took 
place in 1343-1344. Most likely becoming master in 1345, after reign- 
ing a year he went to his native Rimini, then Padua, then Rimini again, 
before being elected prior general of the order at the 1357 General Chap- 
ter in Montpellier, following Thomas of Strasbourg's death. Rimini died 
late the following year in Vienna.!? 

The strong evidence from the Carmelite Paul of Perugia’s first prin- 
cipium confirms our suspicions both for Gregory of Rimini and for his 
Augustinian confrére Alphonsus Vargas, who have no surviving prin- 
cipia per se: debates with socii inserted into their Sentences questions 
do originate from principia, unless otherwise indicated. Further ev- 
idence for this stems from the fact that the passages with socii are 
grouped in certain contexts. According to Damasus Trapp, all sixteen 
of Rimini's citations of his socii come in book II, and eleven of the six- 
teen are tightly packed into two contexts. In particular, he allegedly 
debates with the secular theologian John Rathe Scotus, the Franciscan 


445, and Volume Two: 1352-1378, ed. W.J. COURTENAY and E.D. GODDARD 
(Education and Society in the Middle Ages and Renaissance, 15), Leiden 2004, 
p. 59, 65, 81, 278-279, and 281. Cf. XIBERTA, De scriptoribus scholasticis saeculi 
XIV ez ordine Carmelitarum, pp. 32 and 300. 

XIBERTA, De scriptoribus scholasticis saeculi XIV ex ordine Carmelitarum, 
p. 299; CUP II, no. 1162; CUP III, no. 1213; Rotuli Parisienses I, pp. 161 
and 268-269; Rotuli Parisienses II, p. 60. 

On Rimini, see the essays in Gregor von Rimini: Werk und Wirkung bis zur 
Reformation, ed. H.A. OBERMAN (Spátmittelalter und Reformation Texte und 
Untersuchungen, 20), Berlin 1981, with update in C. SCHABEL and C. GIRARD, 
“Gregory of Rimini," in The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, ed. E.N. ZALTA 
(Fall 2001 edition; revised 2022). 


17 


18 


The Genre Matures 


Guillaume de Beaumont, and the Dominicans Francis of Treviso and 
“Albertus praedicatorum."!? 

Regarding “Albert,” Rimini posits in distinction 29, article 2, “two 
theses on account of a collatio that was had with a certain venerable 
master"?? According to the critical edition, the name “Albertus prae- 
dicatorum” is taken from the margin of fol. 106B of the 1522 Venice 
edition, prepared by Augustine de Montefalco, who appears to have had 
access to materials that have since been lost. For the next 38 pages of the 
critical edition, Rimini focuses all his attention on this particular adver- 
sary, whom he variously calls venerabilis magister, reverendus magister, 
or simply magister, on at least 35 occasions, although he also refers to 
him as venerabilis doctor or just doctor at least three times.?! At first 
Rimini relates that this person responded to an argument that *I made 
above to prove the second thesis of article one of the first question of 
distinction 26,” but towards the end Rimini informs us that, “afterwards 
(deinde), this reverend master, wishing to argue against the first thesis 
that I posited in my vesperies.."?? These vesperies, moreover, part of 
Rimini's inception procedure to become master of theology, Rimini had 
already cited in at least three places in the long exchange.?? Finally, 
this 38-page debate includes no less than five of the so-called additiones, 
one of them nine pages long, for a total of about fifteen pages or about 


19 D. Trapp, “Augustinian Theology ofthe 14th Century. Notes on Editions, 


Marginalia, Opinions and Book-Lore," in Augustiniana 6 (1956), pp. 146-274, 
at p. 207. E.D. SYLLA, “Disputationes Collativae: Walter Burley's Tractatus 
Primus and of (sic) Gregory of Rimini's Lectura super primum et secundum Sen- 
tentiarum,” in Documenti e Studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale 22 (2011), 
pp. 383-464, at pp. 393-398, also discusses the incorporation of material from 
Rimini's principia into his Lectura proper. 

GREGORIUS ARIMINENSIS, IT Sent., d. 29, a. 2, ed. TRAPP, MARCOLINO, SIMON, 
and WENDLAND, vol. 6, p. 135.17-18: “Ex hac conclusione infero duas alias 
propter collationem habitam cum quodam venerabili magistro (mg.: Albertus 
praedicatorum)" 

The debate is at GREGORIUS ARIMINENSIS, II Sent., d. 29, a. 2, ed. TRAPP, 
MARCOLINO, SIMON, and WENDLAND, pp. 135.17-173.17, and the references to 
this “doctor” are on pp. 148.18, 165.29, and 168.29. 

GREGORIUS ARIMINENSIS, IT Sent., d. 29, a. 2, ed. TRAPP, MARCOLINO, SIMON, 
and WENDLAND, p. 135.28-29: *Et quia praedictus magister respondendo ad 
rationem quam feci supra ad probandam secundam conclusionem 1 articuli 1 
quaestionis 26 distinctionis.."; p 171.9-10: “Deinde iste reverendus magister, 
volens arguere contra primam conclusionem quam in Vesperiis meis posui, probat 
primo quod...” 

GREGORIUS ARIMINENSIS, IT Sent., d. 29, a. 2, ed. TRAPP, MARCOLINO, SIMON, 
and WENDLAND, pp. 160.19, 163.25, and 164.19. 
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40% of the section.?^ Although many of the additiones in the questions 
on the Sentences appear to have been part of an earlier draft made in 
preparation for Rimini's lectures, the last three additiones (54—56) in 
distinction 29 of book II must derive from the period beginning from his 
lectures themselves.?? It would seem, then, that the debate began after 
Rimini lectured on distinction 26 of book II and continued until after 
Rimini had become master of theology in 1345, on Pope Clement VI's 
recommendation.?6 

The editors of Gregory of Rimini's Lectura on the Sentences call Al- 
bert a socius of Rimini in their index, a Dominikanermagister in the 
introduction, and magister Albertus in their rubric in the edition.?" To 
save the phenomena, one might hypothesize that this debate began in 
the principial disputations in 1343-1344 and only concluded after the 
vesperies in 1345. It would appear that Rimini chose as his topic one of 
his favorite issues, that for which he is most famous, grace and salvation. 
This is the subject of distinctions 26 through 29 of book II of Rimini’s 
Lectura, that is, the start and the finish of the debate with the socius. A 
remark in the long additio 55, moreover, suggests that this was the sub- 
ject of his first lecture: “Second, I say that that grace that is given for 
all single good acts is the gracious motion by which God makes man will 
well or do well, just as I explained in my first lecture"?5 Since this issue 
is not dealt with in the prologus, it seems that the subject of Rimini’s 
first principium involved grace and, after he covered distinction 26 of 
book II, his debate with his socius continued in the next principium. 

The only trouble is that there is no known record of any Dominican 
named Albert lecturing on the Sentences at Paris in these years. After 
Francis of Belluno of the province of Lower Lombardy read the Sentences 
in Venice in 1340-1341, in May 1342 the Dominicans assigned Francis 


24 GREGORIUS ARIMINENSIS, IJ Sent., d. 29, a. 2, additio 52, ed. TRAPP, MAR- 


COLINO, SIMON, and WENDLAND, p. 138.6-19; 53, pp. 138.25-139.15; 54, 
pp. 155.15-156.4; 55, pp. 156.5-165.9; and 56, pp. 170.23-173.16. 

V. MARCOLINO, “Einleitung,” in Gregorii Ariminensis OESA Lectura super pri- 
mum et secundum Sententiarum, vol. 1, p. xciv. 

See Clement's letter, dated 12 January 1345, in MARCOLINO, "Einleitung," p. xi. 
Volume 7, p. 370a for the index, MARCOLINO, “Einleitung,” p. xciv for the 
introduction, and volume 6, p. 139.16 for the rubric (cf. Alberti on pp. 148.17 
and 165.10). 

GREGORIUS ARIMINENSIS, IT Sent., d. 29, a. 2, ed. TRAPP, MARCOLINO, SIMON, 
and WENDLAND, p. 161.15-17: *Secundo dico quod illa gratia, quae datur ad 
singulos actus bonos, est gratiosa motio qua Deus facit hominem bene velle vel 
bene facere, sicut declaravi in prima lectione mea." 
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to lecture on the Sentences at Paris during the 1343-1344 academic 
year, they reiterated this assignment in June 1343, and since Francis 
became master between December 1345 and June 1346, when as mas- 
ter of theology he was appointed lector in Bologna, Francis must have 
been Rimini’s Dominican socius.2? The closest we have to an Albert in 
1342-1343 is Herbert of Sens, who lectured on the Sentences at Paris 
back in 1336-1337 but was still in Paris in 1346 as prior.?? We are faced 
with three choices: (1) an unknown Albert lectured on the Sentences 
along with Francis; not only is there no evidence for this, but it is un- 
likely, given that, despite royal and papal support for Geoffrey of Serans, 
the Dominicans did not even think of allowing him to lecture alongside 
William of Musnier in 1344-1345. (2) *Albertus" is an error for ^Her- 
bertus," in which case Herbert was already a master; again, although 
Herbert was still in Paris, there is no other evidence and the section 
of the debate following distinction 26 of book II appears to be between 
socii, not between a master and a bachelor, even if polite titles like *ven- 
erable master" (as opposed to *doctor") are suitable for either situation. 
In any case, if we are considering a possible error in the 1522 edition, 
why not choose (3), that the reference to ^Albertus praedicatorum" is 
an error either for ^Baccalarius praedicatorum" or *Franciscus praedi- 
catorum," or that “Albertus” was not a Dominican at all? According 
to the editors, the marginal reference on fol. 106B of the 1522 print is 
also found in at least three early manuscripts, so the error would have 
to have been an early one.?! 

Whoever this Albert may have been, there is no doubt that Gregory 
of Rimini engaged in a debate with Francis of Belluno. In question 


?? CUP II, no 1036; no. 1059 (May 1342): “Item, quantum nostra interest assig- 
namus ad legendum Sententias Parisius sequenti anno fratrem Franciscum de 
Belluno de provincia Lombardie inferioris? No. 1071 (June 1343): “Assignamus 
ad legendum Sententias Parisius isto anno fratrem Franciscum de Belluno de 
provincia Lombardie inferioris" No. 1127 (June 1346): *Assignamus lectorem 
in conventu Bononiensi fr. Francischum de Belluno, sacre theologie magistrum." 
MARCOLINO, “Einleitung,” p. xv. 

30 CUP IL no. 991 (June 1335): “Item assignamus quantum nostra inter- 

est pro anno sequenti ad legendum Sententias Parisius fratrem He<r>bertum 

Senonensem de provincia Francie.” No. 1000 (May 1336): “Assignamus ad legen- 

dum Sententias Parisius anno isto fratrem Herbertum Senonensem de provincia 

Francie”; Acta Capitulorum Generalium Ordinis Praedicatorum. Vol. II. Ab 

anno 1304 usque ad annum 1378, ed. B.M. REICHERT (Monumenta Ordinis 

Fratrum Praedicatorum Historica, 4), Roma 1899, p. 311.32-33. 

D. TRAPP and M. SCHULZE, “Einleitung,” in Gregorii Ariminensis OESA Lectura 

super primum et secundum Sententiarum, vol. 4, p. xxxiv. 
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one of distinctions 38-41 of book II, Rimini analyzes the “opinion of a 
certain reverend modern doctor, who recently (nuper) among his other 
sayings posited in his vesperies...,” where the 1522 edition adds in the 
margin “Master Francis of Treviso of the Order of Preachers.”°? The 
opinion is definitely that of Francis of Belluno. As Courtenay points 
out in his cohorts list, Belluno is a town only about 50 kilometers due 
north of Treviso; therefore, either Francis of Belluno was also known as 
“of Treviso,” or the marginal annotation comes from the confusion of 
two Dominicans.? Unlike the quarrel over grace, however, there is no 
evidence that the debate in distinctions 38-41 began in the principial 
debates at all; rather, it happened after the two became masters. Un- 
fortunately, this means that the exchange with Guillaume de Beaumont 
in distinctions 42-44 of book II may also be later than the Sentences 
lectures, since there the text refers to “a certain modern doctor" who 
denied one of Rimini's suppositions.% Still, given that the context is 
good and evil in both cases, and there is a link to grace, it is at least 
possible that there is a connection with the discussions with Francis and 
Guillaume in book II and the principial debates. That is, since Rimini 
revised his text after becoming master, theologians cited as doctors may 
still have been his socii. 

For the main context of Gregory of Rimini's debate with his soci, 
however, book II, distinction 7, question 3, article 1, ^whether a human 
cognizes through species,"?? Rimini himself is explicit about the origins 
of the discussion: the topic was treated already to a certain extent in 
book I, distinction 3, question 1, he relates, but ^because the collatio had 
concerned this in the principia of the books of the Sentences between 
certain bachelors" lecturing with him, Rimini decided to return to the 


3?  GREGORIUS ARIMINENSIS, II Sent., dd. 38-41, q. 1, a. 1, ed. TRAPP, MAR- 


COLINO, SIMON, and WENDLAND, vol. 6, p. 283.10-12: “.. est opinio cuiusdam 
reverendi doctoris moderni, qui nuper inter cetera sua dicta in eius Vesperiis 
posuit quod... [mg.: Magister Franciscus de Trivisio ordinis praedicatorum]." 

In the same document recording that Master Francis of Belluno was appointed 
lector in Bologna, Friar Francis of Treviso was assigned to read the Sentences 
there; CUP II, no. 1127 (June 1346): “Assignamus lectorem in conventu Bonon- 
iensi fr. Francischum de Belluno, sacre theologie magistrum; ad legendum Sen- 
tentias in eodem conventu assignamus fr. Francischum de Tervisio.” 
GREGORIUS ARIMINENSIS, IT Sent., dd. 42-44, q. 1, ed. TRAPP, MARCOLINO, 
SIMON, and WENDLAND, vol. 6, p. 318.18: *Illam tamen suppositionem quidam 
doctor modernus negavit" We seem to know nothing about Guillaume. 
GREGORIUS ARIMINENSIS, IT Sent., d. 7, q. 3, a. 1, ed. TRAPP, MARCOLINO, 
and SANTOS-NOYA, vol. 5, p. 118.26-27: “Nam primo inquiretur, utrum homo 
cognoscat per species." 
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issue, although without repeating what he had said in book I except 
to meet objections made afterwards. Rimini makes the point that 
everyone experiences that, when we think of something that is absent, 
but which we have seen in the past, an image comes to mind. Rimini 
was very surprised, however, to find that *a certain socius" denied that 
he shared this experience, a socius glossed in the margin as Johannes 
Scotus, who is John Rathe Scotus, a secular theologian from the diocese 
of St Andrews. Rathe was already an arts master in 1333, and it is 
possible that he is the Parisian arts master named John Scotus that 
Gerald Odonis had cited in his questions on I Sentences in late 1327. 
Still master of arts in 1337, Rathe was just cursor in theology on 1 July 
1342, but he read the Sentences before 1 August 1346, when he was 
already licensed in theology, becoming officially doctor by 1348.38 
Rimini let Rathe's remark slide and went on to argue that when the 
object is not present, some species or image or phantasm must be in 
the soul, but then “two consocii bachelors,” identified twice as this John 
Scotus and *Friar Francis of Treviso of the Preachers," started an ar- 
gument over intuitive and abstractive cognition.?? The debate rages for 
over 30 pages of the critical edition (punctuated by a section against 


?6 GREGORIUS ARIMINENSIS, II Sent., d. 7, q. 3, a. 1, ed. TRAPP, MARCOLINO, and 
SANTOS-NOYA, p. 119.2-7: “Quamvis autem materia primi articuli sit aliqualiter 
pertractata in primo libro distinctione 3 quaestione 1, ad pleniorem tamen dis- 
cussionem eius et propter collationem de ipsa habitam in Principiis librorum 
Sententiarum inter quosdam baccalaureos concurrentes mecum in Lectura et me 
volo iterum aliqualiter eam hic tractare, non replicando tamen quae in Primo 
dicta sunt nisi quatenus oportuerit propter aliqua obiecta vel dicta contraria 
contra illa.” 

GREGORIUS ARIMINENSIS, IT Sent., d. 7, q. 3, a. 1, ed. TRAPP, MARCOLINO, and 
SANTOS-NOYA, p. 121.1-4: *Cum igitur isti sic experirentur in se ipsis et ego 
similiter experiar, miror multum quod hanc suppositionem quidam socius [mg.: 
Joannes Scotus] negavit dicens talem experientiam sibi non esse communem. 
Nec pro certo sibi credo, salva gratia sua, supposito quod ipse sit univoce homo 
mecum.” 

55 On John Rathe Scotus, see Courtenay’s cohorts list; CUP II, no. 1131; Rotuli 
Parisienses I, pp. 86, 165-166 and 251; C. SCHABEL, "The Sentences Commen- 
tary of Gerardus Odonis, OFM,” in Bulletin de philosophie médiévale 46 (2004), 
pp. 115-161, at p. 140 (cited in book I, d. 36, q. 6). 

GREGORIUS ARIMINENSIS, IT Sent., d. 7, q. 3, a. 1, ed. TRAPP, MARCOLINO, and 
SANTOS-NOYA, p. 122.4-7: “Sed ad hanc dicebatur a duobus consociis baccalau- 
reis [mg.: Frater Franciscus de Trivisio praedicatorum, Joannes Scotus] quod alia 
ratio erat, scilicet quia visio sensus exterioris est notitia intuitiva, cuius virtute 
tales veritates contingentes cognosci possunt; cogitatio vero rei absentis est noti- 
tia abstractiva, per quam non possunt tales veritates cognosci.” p. 123.33-34: 
“Ad hanc rationem respondebatur negando suppositionem secundam, et in hac 
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Ockham), during which we have several other references to these two 
socii, who are identified in the margins of the 1522 edition of Rimini's 
Lectura.? Judging from what Rimini states about the start of the ex- 
change, it began in the second principial debate, but the give-and-take 
of the discussion entails that it continued at least into the third session 
of the academic year. Thus, together with grace and salvation, Rimini 
debated his socii on epistemology, another of his favorite subjects. 

The upshot is that Rimini's principia survive in some form in his 
questions on book II of the Sentences, especially his debate with his socii 
the Dominican Francis of Treviso and the secular John Rathe Scotus. 
Perhaps Rimini too had a socius named Albert who may also have been 
a Dominican, as the 1522 edition indicates, but one or the other of 
the terms in *Albertus praedicatorum" may be erroneous, such that we 
really have another quarrel with Francis of Treviso or a non-Dominican 
socius named Albert. Finally, the Franciscan Guillaume de Beaumont 
may not be a socius at all, but a master with whom Rimini debated 
after his lectures on the Sentences. 


1.3 The Augustinian Alphonsus Vargas of Toledo, 1344—1345 


Alphonsus Vargas of Toledo was the Augustinian bachelor of the Sen- 
tences the year after Gregory of Rimini. Alphonsus Vargas’ principial 
sermon for book I survives (theme: Ego sum Alpha et Omega, Apoc- 
alypse 1.8, the Alpha and perhaps the Omega being an allusion to 
Alphonsus Vargas), as well as the popular questions on that book, 
but not the principial question.4! Nevertheless, as did Rimini, Vargas 
incorporated principial material into his questions on the Sentences. 
Vargas devotes much of book I, distinction 1, question 1, to two secular 
theologians whom he names explicitly as among his socii. The first, 
“Master Alphonsus of Portugal,”4? is Alphonsus Dionysii of Lisbon, for 


negatione conveniebant duo socii baccalaurei [mg.: Franciscus praedicatorum, 
Joannes Scotus].” 

GREGORIUS ARIMINENSIS, IT Sent., d. 7, q. 3, a. 1, ed. TRAPP, MARCOLINO, 
and SANTOS-NOYA, pp. 119.2-149.11. Unfortunately, here and elsewhere the 
editors of the critical edition have neglected to put most of these references in 
the indices, so one has to leaf through the seven volumes or rely on a couple of 
lines in TRAPP, “Augustinian Theology of the 14th Century,” p. 207. This is not 
the only such flaw in the edition. 

ALPHONSUS VARGAS TOLETANUS, In primum Sententiarum, ed. Venice 1490, 
col. 1. 

ALPHONSUS VARGAS TOLETANUS, In primum Sententiarum, d. 1, q. 1, a. 2, ed. 
Venice 1490, col. 142: “Responsio Alphonsii de Portugalia: sed ad istam rationem 
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whom we also have separate proof that he was reading the Sentences 
in the same 1344-1345 academic year, since on 23 January 1345 he 
was described as Parisius Sententias actu legens. A bastard, perhaps 
a member of the royal family in Portugal, this Alphonsus was master 
of arts and bachelor of medicine at Paris in 1330-1331. In January 
1331 the chancellor, on the recommendation of the king of Portugal, 
presented Alphonsus for the license in medicine, against the rules and 
customs, sparking a long and serious dispute, in which the pope and king 
of France intervened. After a year the bishop of Paris, to whom the case 
was delegated, was unable to come to a decision, and it was only in April 
1332 that the bishop allowed the promotion. In 1342 he was described 
as master of arts and medicine, formerly physician to his supporters the 
kings of Portugal and Castile, and now prepared for reading the cursus in 
theology at Paris. Still called bachelor of theology on 6 September 1345, 
on 9 January 1346, now master of theology, Alphonsus was appointed 
bishop of Idanha in east-central Portugal, then transferred on 15 October 
1347 to nearby Evora, dying in 1352.9? 

We also have solid evidence for the second socius whom Vargas debates 
in the first question of the first distinction, “Master Fernandus," Vargas’ 
compatriota, ^^ that is, Fernandus Iohannis from Toledo, Vargas’ home- 
town, of the Collége de la Sorbonne, clearly identical to Paul of Perugia’s 
Ferrandus. A papal letter of 10 August 1343 reports that the archbishop 
of Toledo maintained that Fernandus, master of arts and canon in the 
cathedral, was prepared to read at Paris as cursor in 1343-1344 and as 
sententiarius the following year. Master of theology by 31 May 1348, 


per aliquos reverendos patres et socios mecum concurrentes et in lectura...”; d. 1, 
q. 4, a. 2, col. 177: “Magister Alphonsus de Portugalia"; d. 1, q. 4, aa. 3-4, 
col. 190: “Responsio ad rationes Magistri Alphonsi: Ad primum vero alterius 
patris et socii...”; d. 1, q. 7, aa. 3-4, col. 247: “Preterea, ad idem arguebat quidam 
alius reverendus magister et dominus (Magister Alphonsus de Portugalia) qui 
mecum concurrebat in lectura..." 
^3 ASV, Reg. Vat. 100, f. 137r (12 February 1331); Reg. Suppl. 1, f. 77r (17 July 
1342); Reg. Suppl. 7, f. 147r (23 January 1345; = CUP II, no. 1098): “hu- 
milis servus vester Magister Alfonsus Dionisii de Ulixbona, Parisius Sententias 
actu legens"; Reg. Vat. 168, ff. 370v-371r (6 September 1345); Reg. Vat. 169, 
ff. 58v-59r (9 January 1346); CUP II, nos. 918 and 921-943. 
ALPHONSUS VARGAS TOLETANUS, In primum Sententiarum, d. 1, q. 1, aa. 3-4, 
ed. Venice 1490, col. 150: *Magister Fernandus in primo: Preterea, ad idem 
arguebat quidam reverendus dominus et compatriota qui mecum concurrebat in 
lectura...”; d. 1, q. 4, a. 2, col. 170: “Sed ad istas duas rationes respondebatur 
per quosdam reverendos patres et magistros meos qui mecum concurrebant. Ma- 
gister Fernandus...” 
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Fernandus was named archdeacon of Saldaña in the church of León in 
1349.45 

Most of the first principium must have involved the topic of question 
4 of the first distinction, which has many columns of further debate 
with Alphonsus of Portugal and Fernandus, but also with three others: 
a secular theologian, Master John Ferrati;*6 the Dominican bachelor, 
William of Musnier (see below);4” and “Rodulphus Minor," with whom 
Vargas debates again later in the context of divine power in distinctions 
42-44.55 John Ferrati, from the diocese of Bayeux, arts master in 1335, 
had read the Sentences by 1 August 1346, but he was still bachelor of 
theology in October 1349.49 Rodulphus, the Franciscan Ralph of Cornac, 
was also bachelor formatus by August 1346, but advanced enough that 
he had his order's and the pope's support for his promotion to master.?? 


75 See ASV, Reg. Aven. 75, ff. 578v-579r (10 August 1343): letter to “Fernando Io- 

hannis, canonico Toletano, magistro in artibus," mentioning that the archbishop 

of Toledo maintains that he is *dispositum ad legendum anno isto Parisius cursus 
tuos in theologia et Sentencias in sequenti"; Reg. Vat. 185, ff. 247v—248r; Reg. 

Vat. 187, f. 392v. The Sorbonne's supplication from 27 September 1343 refers 

to “Fernando Johannis de Tholeto”: Rotuli Parisienses I, p. 197. 

ALPHONSUS VARGAS TOLETANUS, In primum Sententiarum, d. 1, q. 4, aa. 3-4, 

ed. Venice 1490, col. 186: “Magister Iohannes Ferrati: Arguebat tamen in spe- 

ciali quidam reverendus socius qui mecum concurrebat in lectura...” 

ALPHONSUS VARGAS TOLETANUS, In primum Sententiarum, d. 1, q. 4, a. 2, 

ed. Venice 1490, col. 173: *Ad secundam vero respondebatur per quosdam rev- 

erendos socios et dupliciter. Quidam ordinis predicatorum: Primo quidam re- 
spondebat bachalarius predicatorum...”; aa. 3-4, col. 193: "Preterea, ad idem 
arguebat quidam alius reverendus bachalarius predicatorum..." 

ALPHONSUS VARGAS TOLETANUS, In primum Sententiarum, d. 1, q. 4, aa. 3-4, 

ed. Venice 1490, col. 195: “Rodulphus minor: Preterea, ad idem arguebat 

quidam reverendus bachalarius...”; dd. 42-44, a. 2, col. 631: “Magister Rodul- 
phus ordinis minorum: Circa rationem istam quidam reverendus doctor ordinis 
minorum qui tertius post me incipit...”; aa. 3-4, col. 644: “Rodulphus minor: 

Contra secundam conclusionem et quartam reverendus doctor ille qui quartus 

post me incepit..." 

^9 CUP II, nos. 1131 (claiming, p. 597, n 18, that John was bachelor biblicus in 
the rotulus of 1342, but his name does not appear there in Rotuli Parisienses I) 
and 1175; Rotuli Parisienses I, pp. 78, 259, and 445-446. 

50 ASV, Reg. Aven. 87A f. 163v (9 August 1346; = CUP II, no. 1132), in which 
Clement VI, writing to the chancellor of Paris, confirms that he was ready to 
become master of theology: “Persona dilecti filii Radulphi de Cornaco Ordinis 
Fratrum Minorum bacallarii in sacra theologia... prefatum Radulphum, qui iam 
est, prout accepimus, per dictum Ordinem pro magistro in theologia in facul- 
tate theologica presentatus, ad honorem magisterii huiusmodi, dummodo ad id 
magistrorum studii Parisius ipsius facultatis iudicio repertus fuerit sufficiens et 
ydoneus,... promoveas.” 
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Aside from more discussion with Alphonsus of Portugal in question 7 
of distinction 1, and a debate in distinction 3 with Johannes de Magno 
Monasterio to be treated below, the other context where socii might be 
involved is the question on future contingents in distinction 38. There, 
however, Vargas contends with what the Dominican doctor Francis of 
Treviso (Belluno) said in his vesperies and with the secular John Rathe 
Scotus, also called a doctor.?! In addition, Vargas labels the Franciscan 
Ralph a doctor in distinctions 42-44 toward the end of book I. On the 
other hand, Vargas seems to suggest that John Rathe was in fact his 
socius when he calls the Scotsman “a certain reverend doctor who incepit 
fourth after me," just as when Vargas calls the Franciscan Ralph doctor 
he also says once, confusingly, that he “incepit fourth after me" (and I 
have verified this in three manuscripts), although Vargas says another 
time, probably more correctly, that Ralph “incepit third after me"??? 

How do we account for this? It seems that incepit here refers to the 
procedure for being promoted to master. Like Rimini, Vargas must have 
finished his Scriptum much later, after he himself had become a master 
of theology. After all, both Francis of Belluno and John Rathe had been 
socii of Gregory of Rimini the previous year. Moreover, as we shall 
see, Vargas already has a Dominican socius, namely William Musnier,?? 


ALPHONSUS VARGAS TOLETANUS, In primum Sententiarum, d. 38, q. 1, aa. 3-4, 
ed. Venice 1490, col. 622: “Magister Franciscus de Tarvisio predicator: Contra 
quartam igitur conclusionem quidam doctor ordinis predicatorum vesperiis suis 
arguebat sic...”; col. 615: “Magister Johannes Scotus: Contra secundam conclu- 
sionem quidam reverendus doctor qui quartus post me incepit...”; a. 2, col. 614: 
“Cuius oppositum quidam reverendus doctor ordinis predicatorum ponit in ves- 
periis suis: Magister Franciscus de Tarvisio.” 

See notes 48 and 51 for these references. 

Both in 1343 and in early May 1344, William of Musnier, of the French province, 
was assigned to read in 1344-1345, but Pope Clement VI wrote to the Dominicans 
on 5 April 1344 telling them that Geoffrey of Serans was fit to be the next Friar 
Preacher from the French province to read the Sentences at Paris, and the pope 
wanted the Dominicans to support Geoffrey. Upon receiving the papal letter, 
the general of the order wrote to Geoffrey, remarking that William had just been 
assigned to lecture on the Sentences the coming autumn, but informing Geoffrey 
that, if something prevented William from doing so, Geoffrey would read, or oth- 
erwise Geoffrey would be next in line for the French province. As it happened, 
Geoffrey did not read until 1346-1347. William was master of theology by 31 
July 1350. CUP II, no. 1071 (June 1343): “Item quantum nostra interest assig- 
namus ad legendum Sententias in anno sequenti fratrem Guillelmum Munerii de 
provincia Francie" No. 1089 (5 April 1344), Clement VI to the Dominicans on 
the promotion of Gaufridus de Serans, who “sic ydoneus fore dicitur quod ad 
legendum Sententias Parisius in loco vestro primus pro provincia Francie potest 
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of the province of France (master by mid-1350), and Vargas refers solely 
to Francis’ vesperies, part of the latter's inception procedure to become 
a master of theology.°* Thus Francis and John Rathe were not Vargas’ 
socii that year, and it is possible that the doctor Franciscan Ralph of 
Cornac was a socius of Gregory of Rimini, not Vargas, since we already 
have a Minorite named Bartholomaeus or Bertolus in 1344-1345, named 
by Paul of Perugia, and there are doubts about the Franciscan Guillaume 
de Beaumont being Rimini's Minorite socius. 

Vargas explicitly labels as socii Alphonsus of Portugal, Fernandus, 
John Ferrati, quidam Ordinis Praedicatorum, and John de Magno Monas- 
terio. At various times he specifies that Alphonsus, Fernandus, and the 
two John’s were each mecum concurrens in lectura, leaving absolutely 
no doubt. But even the anonymous Dominican (Musnier) is addressed 
in the traditional way one would address a socius: reverendus socius, 
reverendus pater, reverendus bachalarius Praedicatorum, and so on. In 
contrast, Vargas never once calls Ralph of Cornac, Francis of Belluno, 
and John Rathe Scotus socii. Unlike his actual socii, who are never 
called doctores, Vargas addresses these three as doctores, Ralph and 
John Rathe twice and Francis three times. Otherwise Vargas employs 
the term doctor to refer to past and mostly dead masters. Moreover, 
Vargas mentions the vesperiis of Francis twice, eliminating any doubt. 
Finally, there are two reasons why references to Ralph and John Rathe 


sufficiens reputari" No. 1091 (early May 1344): *Assignamus ad legendum Sen- 
tentias Parisius isto anno fr. Guillelmum Munerii de provincia Francie? No. 
1092 (29 May 1344): "In Dei filio sibi carissimo fratri Gaufrido de Serens in 
conventu Parisiensi Ordinis Predicatorum... Cum Capitulum Podii celebratum 
assignaverit fratrem Guillelmum Munerii ad legendum Sententias Parisius anno 
immediate sequenti... vos, de cujus sufficientia in scientia et moribus fiduciam 
plenam gero, dicto fratri Guillelmo ad legendum Sententias Parisius loco ejus de 
diffinitorum concilio substituo, si eum contingeret simpliciter impediri; quo non 
impedito, quantum mea interest, ad legendum Sententias Parisius primo anno 
provincie Francie postea vos debito et assigno.” No. 1127 (June 1346): “Assig- 
namus ad legendum Sententias Parisius isto anno fr. Gaufridum de Serans de 
conventu Parisiensi provincie Francie" ASV, Reg. Vat. 203, f. 27r (31 July 1350; 
= CUP II, no. 1183): “Dilecto filio Guillelmo Munnerii Ordinis Fratrum Pred- 
icatorum sacre theologie professori" See also CLÉMENT VI, Lettres secrétes et 
curiales se rapportant á la France, ed. E. DÉPREZ, G. MOLLAT, and J. GLENIS- 
SON, no. 1030 (13 August 1344), responding to Geoffrey. 

It should be noted that Vargas cannot refer to the other Dominican named 
Francis of Treviso, because he was assigned to read the Sentences in Bologna 
in 1346-1347, which would not have happened had he already done so at Paris: 
CUP II, no. 1127 (June 1346): “.. ad legendum Sententias in eodem conventu 
assignamus fr. Francischum de Tervisio.” 
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incepting after Vargas must refer not to the principial debates, but to 
the inception procedures for the magisterium: as we shall see below, 
first, there were only ten socii in 1344-1345 and we already have ten 
names for that academic year, and second, Alphonsus Vargas was the 
tenth and final socius, so no one incepted after him in the principial 
debates. 


2 The Principia of the Cistercian Jean de Mirecourt, 
1344-1345, and the Identity of Another Socius Named 
John 


We have seen that through Paul of Perugia and Alphonsus Vargas we 
have the names of nine of the ten socii from the 1344-1345 academic 
year. For eight of these, other sources of information fill in their pro- 
files, but the socius whom Vargas vaguely refers to as John de Magno 
Monasterio remains mysterious. It turns out that the principia of the 
tenth socius, the Cistercian monk Jean de Mirecourt of Citeaux, help 
us identify this other monk named John. The colophon to Mirecourt’s 
questions on book I of the Sentences in Bologna, Archiginnasio A 921, 
f. 62vb, says that he completed that book in 1344, making 1344-1345 
his year as bachelor of the Sentences. Papal letters back this up, as 
does information about the other John, as we shall see. Mirecourt was 
famously condemned in 1347, but defended himself fairly successfully.?? 

We can now outline the remainder of Mirecourt's life with some preci- 
sion and certainty. Long ago Konstanty Michalski suggested that Pierre 
Ceffons refers to Mirecourt when he cites the abbot of Royaumont, north 
of Paris in the diocese of Beauvais, and that Mirecourt was in fact abbot 
there, since Gallia Christiana records that an Abbot Jean is mentioned 
in a Beauvais charter of 2 March 1348 (our 1349), that Abbot Robert 
his predecessor had died on 8 February 1347 (our 1348) according to his 
epitaph, and that Guillaume his successor reigned from 1349 (perhaps 
our 1350, depending on the month). DD Although Georges Tessier had his 
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>> W.J. COURTENAY, “John of Mirecourt and Gregory of Rimini on Whether God 
Can Undo the Past," in Recherches de Théologie Ancienne et Médiévale 39 
(1972), pp. 224-256, and 40 (1973), pp. 147-174, at 39, pp. 226-228, n. 7; 
CUP II, no. 1111, p. 569; cf. G. TESSIER, *Jean de Mirecourt, philosophe 
et théologien,” in Histoire littéraire de la France 40 (1974), pp. 1-52, and 
http:/ /filosofia.dipafilo.unimi.it /~mparodi/mirecourt/home.htm. 

K. MICHALSKI, “Le probléme de la volonté à Oxford et à Paris au XIV? siè- 
cle," Studia philosophica 2 (1937), pp. 233-365, reprinted in K. MICHALSKI, 
La philosophie au XIV* siécle. Six études, ed. K. FLASCH, Frankfurt 1969, 
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doubts,°” other contemporary documents prove Michalski correct, even 
if the details are confusing. In a letter of Clement VI dated 18 February 
1348, the pope allows the prior and monks of Royaumont to elect one 
of the abbey's monks as the successor of their late abbot despite any 
possible papal reservation.°® Given that ten days is about the fastest 
one can travel from north of Paris to Avignon by horse and then boat, 
not counting the time for the papal chancery to approve and draw up 
the letter, this already makes the 8 February date of Robert's death 
unlikely. Then in a letter of 29 March 1348 Clement confirms a certain 
Jean as abbot of Royaumont, succeeding the late Robert. According to 
the letter, Jean was elected, confirmed by Abbot Jean [IV] of Citeaux, 
and received the benediction from Bishop [Guillaume] of Beauvais, at 
which point Jean worried that the appointment had been reserved for 
the pope, to whom Jean wrote asking for confirmation. Clearly the 
election, benediction, and confirmation had taken place before the let- 
ter of 18 February arrived in Royaumont, and it is even questionable 
whether the process from Abbot Robert’s death to Abbot Jean's papal 


pp. 279-413, at pp. 300—301 and n. 1 on p. 301; Gallia Christiana IX, Paris 

1751, col. 844. 

TESSIER, “Jean de Mirecourt,” p. 3 and n. 2, correcting the year dates in Michal- 

ski’s data. 

55 ASV, Reg. Aven. 98, f. 305r, no. 430; Reg. Vat. 184, f. 180r, no. 431: “Dilectis filiis 
. . priori claustrali et conventui monasterii Regalis Montis, Cisterciensis Ordinis, 
Belvacensis diocesis, salutem etc. Religionis zelus vestre promeretur honestas ut 
petitionibus vestris — quantum cum Deo possumus — annuamus. Hinc est quod 
nos, vestris supplicationibus inclinati, ut si forsan monasterium vestrum sit gene- 
raliter vel specialiter reservatum, non obstante reservatione huiusmodi, aliquam 
personam ex monachis dicti monasterii sufficientem et ydoneam in abbatem eius- 
dem monasterii, quod per obitum quondam [lacuna] abbatis dicti monasterii, qui 
extra Romanam curiam diem clausit extremum, abbatis regimine destitutum est, 
eligere valeatis ac eidem persone, postquam per vos rite ac canonice fuerit, ut 
prefertur, electa, ut a quocunque maluerit catholico antistite communionem et 
gratiam Apostolice Sedis habente munus benedictionis recipere ipsique antis- 
titi huiusmodi munus eidem persone impendere libere possit plenam concedimus 
auctoritate apostolica tenore presentium potestatem. Datum Avinione, XIII 
Kalendas Martii, anno sexto.” 

59 ASV, Reg. Vat. 184, f. 189v, no. 466; Reg. Aven. 98, f. 320v, no. 465: “Dilecto 
filio Johanni abbati monasterii de Regalimonte Cisterciensis Ordinis, Belvacensis 
diocesis, salutem. Propter merita religionis et vite litterarum quoque scientiam 
et multiplicia dona virtutum que tibi fidedignorum testimonio suffragari per- 
cepimus, libenter apostolico te favore prosequimur et votis tuis — quantum cum 
Deo possumus — favorabilem impertimur assensum. Sane petitio tua nobis nu- 
per exhibita continebat quod dudum monasterio de Regalimonte Cisterciensis 
Ordinis, Belvacensis diocesis, per obitum quondam Roberti abbatis dicti monas- 
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confirmation in Avignon could have occurred between 8 February and 
29 March. Probably the date of Robert’s death as recorded in Gallia 
Christiana, 8 February 1348, is mistaken in some way, perhaps an er- 
ror for 8 Kalends of February (25 January) or a confusion with the 18 
February date of the letter. It is likely that Robert had died in late 1347 
or January 1348, the prior and monks applied for permission to elect 
his successor, and, before they received permission, they proceeded with 
the election of Jean, who then asked the pope for a dispensation after 
his benediction and confirmation. 

Although Mirecourt was a monk of Citeaux and not Royaumont, that 
Abbot Jean is Jean de Mirecourt, as Ceffons indicates, is proven by King 
Philip VI’s request to Pope Clement, dated 5 July 1349, that the pope 
have Abbot Jean of Royaumont promoted to master of theology, since 
he was a bachelor of theology and had read his cursus at Paris and done 
his other deeds, but several others were ahead of him in line and he could 
not reside in Paris because of his duties as abbot. The curia approved, 
as long as Jean had read the Sentences at Paris and was otherwise wor- 
thy.9? The other known Cistercian bachelors of theology named Jean 
from the 1340s were either already abbots of other monasteries or lived 
into the 1350s, or both.®! We do not know if Mirecourt became master, 


terii, qui extra curiam Romanam decessit, abbatis regimine destituto, dilecti filii 
conventus dicti monasterii te in abbatem illius canonice elegerunt quodque tu 
deinde, electioni huiusmodi de te facte consentiens, obtinuisti eam a dilecto filio 
Johanne abbate Cisterciensis, Cabilonensis diocesis, patreabbate prefati de Re- 
galimonte monasteriorum confirmari ac subsequenter auctoritate ordinaria tibi 
munus benedictionis impendi. Cum autem, sicut eadem petitio subiungebat, tu 
timeas quod monasterium de Regalimonte predictum huiusmodi electionis, con- 
firmationis, et benedictionis temporibus foret dispositioni apostolice reservatum 
et proinde posse molestari imposterum super illo, nos, volentes personam tuam 
premissorum tuorum meritorum intuitu favore in hac parte prosequi oportuno, 
tuis supplicationibus inclinati, auctoritate apostolica presentium tenore decer- 
nimus electionem, confirmationem, et benedictionem predictas, etiam si earum 
temporibus monasterium de Regalimonte prefatum foret dispositioni apostolice 
quomodolibet reservatum, proinde valere acsi nulla de illo reservatio facta foret, 
quecumque per te tanquam abbatem dicti monasterii de Regalimonte alias rite 
gesta et acta sunt ratificantes ac etiam approbantes. Nulli ergo etc. nostre con- 
stitutionis, ratificationis, et approbationis infringere etc. Datum Avinione, IIII 
Kalendas Aprilis, anno sexto." 

90 CUP II, no. 1172, pp. 651-652: *.. frater Johannes abbas monasterii Regalis- 
montis, Ordinis Cisterciensis, Belvacensis diocesis, bacalarius in theologia, cursus 
suos in studio Parisiensi legit et facta sua fecit in dicta facultate...”; “Fiat, si legit 
Parisius Sentencias, et alias sit sufficiens"; ^Et quod transeat sine alia lectione." 


6&1 T. FALMAGNE, with P. GANDIL and D. STUTZMANN, Les Cisterciens et leurs 
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however, because another letter of Clement VI, dated 3 March 1350, 
informs us that Mirecourt had died “in those parts” and that his suc- 
cessor, Guillaume, was elected, confirmed, and received his benediction, 
but had the same worries as Mirecourt.°* Again, the required time from 
Mirecourt’s death to Clement’s letter means that Mirecourt probably 
died in late 1349 or early January 1350, meaning that he was abbot of 
Royaumont throughout Ceffon’s lectures on the Sentences. 

In distinction 3, Alphonsus Vargas engages in a dispute with a socius 
named Johannes de Magno Monasterio, and in his first principium the 
Cistercian Jean de Mirecourt argues explicitly “against the venerable 
socius the Black Monk, namely lord John the Norman.” There are thus 
two possibilities: either Jean de Mirecourt is himself Vargas’ socius, in 
which case the Magnum Monasterium would be Citeaux, or the Bene- 
dictine John the Norman was at the Collège de Marmoutiers or from 
the abbey of Marmoutier near Tours, also called the Maius or Magnum 
Monasterium. In fact, we have external and internal reasons to argue 
that this John was a Benedictine from Marmoutier.9? 

The last name on the rotulus of the Parisian masters of theology of 19 
May 1349 addressed to Pope Clement VI lists “Brother John of Blois, 
a monk of the monastery Majoris Monasterii near Tours of the Order 
of St Benedict, master in theology,” who wanted the pope to appoint 
him “abbot of some monastery in the city or diocese of Chartres.” 
A letter of Pope Urban V dated 1 September 1363 notes that a cer- 
tain John, master of theology, was prior of Benedictine Saint-Martin 


bibliothéques (Histoire des livres, 5), Troyes 2012, p. 37. 
62 ASV, Reg. Vat. 194, f. 363r-v, no. 1119; Reg. Aven. 105, f. 330r: “Dilecto filio 
Guillelmo abbati monasterii Regalismontis Cisterciensis Ordinis, Belvacensis dio- 
cesis, salutem... Sane pro parte tua fuit nobis nuper expositum quod, vacante 
monasterio Regalismontis Cisterciensis Ordinis, Belvacensis diocesis, per obitum 
quondam Johannis abbatis dicti monasterii, qui in partibus illis diem clausit 
extremum, dilecti filii conventus dicti monasterii, ignorantes de monasterio ipso 
reservationem aliquam fore factam...” 
We can thus now go beyond the status quaestionis outlined in T. SULLIVAN, 
Benedictine Monks at the University of Paris, AD 1229-1500. A Biographical 
Register (Education and Society in the Middle Ages and Renaissance 4), Leiden 
1995, p. 256, no. 498. 
9^ CUP II, no. 1162 (19 May 1349), p. 625: “Item, fratrem Johannem de Ble- 
sis monachum monasterii Majoris monasterii propre Turon. Ord. S. Benedicti, 
magistrum in theologia, dignetur vestra sanctitas preficere in abbatem alicujus 
monasterii in civitate vel dioc. Carnotens. etc.” See also the longer entry in 
Rotuli Parisienses I, p. 277. In neither case is a link made to our bachelor of 
1344-1345. 
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au Val just outside of medieval Chartres when the pope appointed him 
abbot of Benedictine Saint-Pierre-aux-Monts in the diocese of Chálons 
(now Chálons-en-Champagne), because of the death of Abbot Pierre of 
Marmoutier, who had retained charge of Saint-Pierre. John was still 
abbot in May 1375.9 Although Blois is not in Normandy, Mirecourt’s 
Benedictine socius John the Norman and Vargas’ socius John de Magno 
Monasterio are most likely one and the same, John of Blois. 

Internal evidence supports this identification. Throughout all his four 
principia Jean de Mirecourt continues to debate this same socius and 
no other, although in the manuscripts that I have seen he does not cite 
him again by name, the first reference being sufficient. A bachelor in a 
principial debate put forward his own theses and defended them against 
the attacks of his socii, on the one hand, and attacked the theses of his 
socii, on the other, although sometimes refuting a socius’ position could 
be done while arguing for one’s own chosen view. Alphonsus Vargas 
presents his socius as follows: 


Against the third thesis, a certain reverend socius (Master John 
de Magno Monasterio) who lectured along with me posited that, 
supposing a real distinction between the intellect and the will, the 
intellect is a power that is just as free as the will. To deduce this 
he premised two suppositions. The first is that the will is only 
drawn to (fertur in) the good or the apparent good... The second 
is that the first angel wanted to be the same as God according to 
equality of power.99 


95 ASV, Reg. Aven. 155, f. 199v, no. 524 (1 September 1363): "Dilecto filio 
Johanni, abbati monasterii sancti Petri ad Montes Cathalaunen., ordinis sancti 
Benedicti, salutem etc. ... Sane monasterio sancti Petri ad Montes Cathalaunen., 
ordinis sancti Benedicti, ex eo abbatis regimine destituto quod nos nuper de per- 
sona dilecti filii Petri Maiorismonasterii prope Turonis dicti ordinis, tunc dicti 
sancti Petri monasterii abbatis, licet absentis, eidem monasterio sancti Petri 
tunc vacanti duximus auctoritate apostolica providendum, proficiendo eum ei- 
dem monasterio in abbatem... Et ad provisionem ipsius monasterii sancti Petri 
celerem et felicem... demum ad te, priorem prioratus sancti Martini in Valle 
Carnoten. dicti ordinis, magistrum in theologia, in sacerdotio constitutum..." 
ALPHONSUS VARGAS TOLETANUS, In primum Sententiarum, d. 3, q. 1, aa. 3-4, 
ed. Venice 1490, col. 306: "Contra tertiam conclusionem quidam reverendus 
socius qui (Magister Iohannes de Magno Monasterio) mecum concurrebat in lec- 
tura posuit quod, supposita distinctione reali inter intellectum et voluntatem, 
intellectus est potentia ita libera sicut voluntas, pro cuius deductione praemit- 
tebat duas suppositiones. Prima est quod voluntas non fertur nisi in bonum 
vel apparens bonum... Secunda est quod primus angelus voluit esse similis Deo 
secundum aequalitatem potentiae.” 
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John thus posits three things, the first two of which are general state- 
ments about the intellect and the will that may reflect the main view 
he defended in his principia. Vargas then gives four or five arguments 
in support of John's position, concerning whether one sins when one 
pursues what appears to be good, rather than what is good, for example 
for an angel to be above God rather than below Him. The issue then 
becomes whether Lucifer freely believed this or did so by necessity. If 
freely, then the intellect can produce freely an act of believing. If by 
necessity, then it was done without sin, which is false Di 

Jean de Mirecourt’s four principial questions, surviving in about ten 
manuscripts, are as follows: 


Jean de Mirecourt (theme: Verbo Domini caeli firmati sunt, Ps. 32.6):°° 

I: Utrum quaelibet creatura rationalis ad serviendum Deo facta, sive in 
caritate sive extra caritatem, possit in statu viae praesentis exhibere 
placitum Deo servitium. 

I: | Utrum quaecumque realitas finita a Deo sit realiter et effective producta. 

III: Utrum mors Christi vel incarnatio fuerit pretium sufficiens pro peccato. 

IV: Utrum sacramentia a Christo instituta sint realiter et effective gratiae 
productiva. 


None of these questions, prima facie at least, appears to focus on the 
issues that the passage in Vargas touches upon. Jean de Mirecourt's 
lengthy debate with his socius begins in the first principium with a 
discussion of the possibility of an act being morally good if it is done 
by someone who is not in a state of grace. Mirecourt introduces his 
socius by positing “the fifth thesis, against the venerable socius the 
Black Monk, namely lord John the Norman, and it is against the first 


67 — ALPHONSUS VARGAS TOLETANUS, In primum Sententiarum, d. 3, q. 1, aa. 3-4, 


ed. Venice 1490, col. 306: ^His premissis arguitur primo sic: primus angelus voluit 
esse similis Deo, igitur prius apparuit sibi seu credidit bonum esse quod esset 
similis Deo et credidit prius bonum esse preesse et non subesse. Ista consequentia 
patet per primam suppositionem, tunc sic: aut ille Lucifer primus angelus hoc 
libere credit, aut necessitatus. Si libere, igitur actus credendi libere producitur 
ab intellectu, igitur non sola voluntas est libera. Si necessitatus, cum culpa non 
precessisset, sequitur quod non peccavit, quod est manifeste falsum, quia, si sic, 
credendo non magis culpabilis fuit quam aliquis nostrum qui, si crederet hoc, 
peccaret peccato infidelitatis" 

$5 “By the Word of Lord the heavens were established? According to Wikipedia, 
some historians hypothesize that the name of the town of Mirecourt in Lorraine 
derives from Mercurius, ‘Mercury’, and although this is probably a false etymol- 
ogy, that would not have mattered to the Cistercian, who may have chosen his 
thema to reflect his origins from a town named after a planet. 
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and second theses of his second article.” Mirecourt’s thesis is that “some 
service performed outside of grace (caritatem) can be morally good."9? 
This is vague enough, but later Mirecourt gives his socius’ arguments as 
potentially opposing his own thesis: *First thus: any act that someone 
outside of grace elicits or can elicit is natural or deliberate; if natural, 
it is not morally good, but only by natural goodness; if deliberate, then 
such an act is not related to the obligatory end, so it is not morally 
good." There is thus a close connection between the positions of Vargas' 
socius John and of Mirecourt’s socius John. In fact each John uses a 
related passage from the end of Anselm's De concordia in his support: 


Alphonsus Vargas, col. 30770 Jean de Mirecourt, 850.271 


Idem etiam vult Anselmus De con- Antecedens probatur per Anselmum, 


cordia, capitulo 20, ubi postquam 
distinxit duas habitudines sive affec- 
tiones voluntatis, *quarum una est 
ad volendum commodum, altera vero 
ad volendum rectitudinem," conclu- 
dit quod *ex his duabus affectionibus 


De concordia, in fine, ubi, loquens de 
voluntate peccatoris, dicit sic, quod 
post desertam iustitiam facta est an- 
cilla suae affectionis quae est ad com- 
modum, id est, cum vult aliquid non 
vult propter Deum sed propter com- 


voluntatis descendit omne meritum 
hominis sive bonum, sive malum.” 


modum proprium, et per consequens 
non bene moraliter. 


The debate between Mirecourt and his socius gradually drifts from Mire- 
court's chosen topic and focuses more and more on the issue of whether 
it is better to exist under any conditions, no matter how miserable, or 
not to exist. This appears to be one of the topics of his socius, for in 
his third principium Mirecourt makes a general statement about his so- 
cius: “According to the venerable socius in all his principia, non-being 
is in no way to be chosen except to avoid sin”? By the fourth prin- 
cipium, Mirecourt attributes the following argument to the socius: *A 


$9 OHANNES DE MERCURIA, Principium I, = q. 0, ed. PARODI, 843: “Quinta conclu- 
Sio, contra venerabilem socium nigrum monachum, scilicet dominum Johannem 
Normannum, et est contra primam et secundam conclusiones sui secundi arti- 
culi est ista: servitium aliquod extra caritatem exhibitum potest esse bonum 
moraliter." 

ANSELMUS, De concordia praescientiae et praedestinationis et gratiae Dei cum 
libero arbitrio III, c. 11, in Opera Omnia II, ed. F.S. SCHMITT, Edinburgh 1946, 
p. 281.6-8, and c. 12, p. 284.9-10. 

ANSELMUS, De concordia III, c. 13, ed. SCHMITT, pp. 286.28-287.21. 

JOHANNES DE MERCURIA, Principium III, Lilienfeld, Stiftsbibliothek 148, 
f. 254rb: “Sed secundum venerabilem socium in principiis suis omnibus non 
esse nullo modo est eliciendum nisi ad vitandum culpam.” 
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human's existence is a greater good for him than any evil of pain is bad 
for him, so his existence along with any pain is to be chosen by him over 
non-existence for the avoidance of any pain whatsoever.""? 

In sum, taking into consideration that the Benedictine John the Nor- 
man’s entire focus in his principia was on choosing the good of existence 
over the bad of non-existence, whereas Vargas! brief exposition of the 
views of John de Magno Monasterio concerns choosing the good or the 
apparent good, with the added focus on free vs. natural acts and the 
common use of Anselm, this reinforces the conclusion that Mirecourt 
and Vargas had a socius named John of Blois, perhaps with Norman 
roots, from the great Benedictine Abbey of Marmoutier near Tours. As 
we shall see, there is one more piece of evidence that confirms this. The 
edition of Cistercian Jean de Mirecourt's principia will therefore shed 
considerable light on the thought of this Benedictine. 


3 Reconstructing the Principial Debates of 1343-1344 
and 1344-1345 


On the basis of the above considerations, we can put together lists of 
more or less definite socii and of possible socii from the two academic 
years. First, our information for the 1343-1344 academic year is in- 


complete: 


Socii from 1343-1344 

Gregory of Rimini, OESA: surviving questions on books I-II 
Francis of Belluno (a.k.a. Treviso), OP 

John Rathe Scotus, secular 


75 TOHANNES DE MERCURIA, Principium IV, Lilienfeld, Stiftsbibliothek 148, 


f. 292rb: “ Ad hoc arguit primo sic: quia esse hominis est sibi magis bonum quam 
quodcumque malum paenae sit sibi malum, igitur esse suum cum quacumque 
paena est ab ipso magis eliciendum quam non esse pro vitanda quacumque 
paena.” 

The debate between Jean de Mirecourt and John of Blois has been discussed 
in C. SCHABEL and M. BRÎNZEI, “Better off Dead: The Latitude of Human 
Misery in the Oxford Replicationes of the Dominican Robert Holcot and the 
Parisian Principia of the Cistercians Jean de Mirecourt and Pierre Ceffons,” 
in A Question of Life and Death: Living and Dying in Medieval Philosophy, 
ed. J.-M. CouNET (Rencontres de Philosophie Médiévale, 26), Turnhout 2022, 
pp. 143-182, at pp. 158-170. 

This corrects and supplements earlier attempts in TRAPP, “Augustinian The- 
ology in the 14th Century,” p. 266, and COURTENAY, “John of Mirecourt and 
Gregory of Rimini,” p. 227, n. 7. 


74 


The Genre Matures 


Possible socii from 1343-1344 

Albert, OP (perhaps already a master or an error for Francis of Belluno) 
Guillaume de Beaumont, OFM (perhaps already formatus) 

Ralph de Cornaco, OFM 


For the 1344-1345 academic year, on the other hand, we have what 
appears to be a full list. Moreover, using my hypothesis for the academic 
year 1348-1349, discussed in Part II, together with the information we 
have for the 1369-1370 academic year, we can hypothesize the most 
likely (rough) sequence in which the bachelors incepted in the principial 
debates: 


Preliminary List of socii from 1344-1345 in Sequence: 

1] Paul of Perugia, O.Carm.: surviving questions on books I-IV and first 
Principium 

2] John of Blois (Norman) of Marmoutier Abbey, OSB: cited by Vargas 
and Mirecourt 


3-6] Fernand Johannis, secular: cited by Paul of Perugia and Vargas 

3-6] Robert of Corbie, secular: cited by Perugia 

3-6] Alphonsus Dionysii of Lisbon (of Portugal), secular: cited by Vargas 
3-6] John Ferrati, secular, Collège de la Sorbonne: cited by Vargas 

7] Jean de Mirecourt, O.Cist.: surviving questions and principia on books 


LIV 

8] William of Musnier, OP: cited by Vargas 

9] Bartholomew /Bertolus, OFM: cited by Perugia 

10] Alphonsus Vargas of Toledo, OESA: surviving qq. on book I; cited by 
Perugia 


False socii for 1844-1845 

Ralph de Cornaco, OFM: cited by Vargas (probably already formatus) 
Francis of Treviso, OP: cited by Vargas (probably just 1343-1344) 
John Rathe Scotus, secular: cited by Vargas (probably just 1343-1344) 
Gilbert, secular: cited by Perugia (probably already formatus) 


In fact, we can test the above list using another source, the notebooks of 
Étienne Gaudet, which Palémon Glorieux ascribed to Jean de Falisca, 
and which were thought to be in the possession of Thomas of Krakow. "H 
Zenon Kaluza has proven definitively that they were not written by 


76 D GLORIEUX, “Jean de Falisca. La formation d'un maitre en théologie au XIV? 


siècle,” in Archives d'histoire doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen Age 33 (1966), 
pp. 23-104. The pertinent text is transcribed on p. 51, but Glorieux made so 
many errors that I have re-collated passage as cited below. 
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Falisca and only one is linked to Thomas of Krakow, persuasively as- 
signing them to Gaudet, who began hearing lectures on the Sentences 
at Paris in the fall of 1344.77 Gaudet’s pertinent notes are preserved in 
Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, lat. 16408. 

On f. 219v Gaudet describes the seventh sextern of the volume of 
notes: “In the seventh sextern of this volume [are] reports of the prin- 
cipia of the bachelors of the first year that you [plural, but read ‘I’] heard 
the Sentences.” Unfortunately, the seventh sextern is no longer in the 
manuscript, but Gaudet does list precisely ten socii and the themes of 
their first principia. He names only two of the bachelors, but they cor- 
respond to the above list perfectly: the eighth socius, “namely Brother 
William of Musnier" — our confirmation that he did indeed lecture that 
year — and the tenth, “namely Alfonsus the Augustinian""? 

Gaudet's description of the theme of the first bachelor fits the prin- 
cipium of the Carmelite Paul of Perugia, who asks ^whether someone 
seeing scientifically the distinct relations in the simple essence sees some 
potency in it” Gaudet divides the first bachelor's principium into six 
articles, which correspond to Paul's visio, scientifica cognitio, relatio, 
distinctio, simplicitas, and potentia: de visione beatifica, de cognitione 
scientifica, de personarum. distinctione, de relatiomum perfectione, de 
Dei simplicitate, de ipsius potestate. Thus the Carmelite Paul of Peru- 
gia was indeed the first bachelor to incept that year, as was traditional.” 

In Part II I will argue that the Cistercian preceded the Dominican 
in 1348-1349, which was also the case in 1369-1370, and this would 
correspond to the seventh socius in 1344-1345. In the fall of 1344, 
our Cistercian is Jean de Mirecourt, whose surviving first principium 
asks “whether every rational creature, made for serving God, whether 
inside or outside grace, can in the state of the present life offer pleasing 
service to God" (Utrum quaelibet creatura rationalis ad serviendum Deo 
facta, sive in caritate sive extra caritatem, possit in statu viae praesentis 
exhibere platicum Deo servitium). Gaudet does not report the seventh 
bachelor's question, but merely records that he argued “against the sixth 


TT 7. KAEUZA, Thomas de Cracovie. Contribution à l'histoire du Collège de la Sor- 


bonne, Wroclaw 1978, pp. 60-84, refuting the connection with Thomas, and 
pp. 84-94 (especially pp. 86-88) debunking the myth of Falisca. 

“In 7° sisterno huius voluminis reportata de principiis bacallariorum anni primi 
quo audistis Sententias... 8us socius... scilicet frater Guillelmus Monnerii... Xus 
bacallarius, scilicet Alfonssus Augustinenssis.." On this basis, Z. KALUZA, “La 
nature des écrits de Jean de Ripa,” in Traditio 43 (1987), pp. 257-298, at p. 267, 
n. 24, already noted that William of Musnier was Vargas’ Dominican socius. 
See below. 
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socius concerning choosing not to exist before the pain of sense; that 
every act done in grace is meritorious; that no act done without grace 
is meritorious"9? This may seem to contradict Mirecourt’s position as 
described above, but there, in his fifth thesis, he was speaking only 
about an act being morally good. In his fourth thesis he had made clear 
that this had nothing to do with merit in the true sense: “The fourth 
thesis is this: God shall accept for eternal life no service of a viator done 
outside of grace”?! Thus the Cistercian Jean de Mirecourt was in fact 
the seventh bachelor. 

The first, seventh, eighth, and tenth bachelors match our list. There 
is, however, a problem with the sixth bachelor. As just stated, Eti- 
enne Gaudet notes that the seventh socius, Mirecourt, argues against 
the sixth, and in Mirecourt’s surviving principia he attacks solely the 
Benedictine John of Blois, whom I have made number two in the list 
above. Moreover, Mirecourt opposes the Black Monk precisely on the 
point of whether it is always better to choose any degree of bodily pain 
over any period of non-existence. Gaudet’s description of the concerns 
of the sixth bachelor, finally, includes habitus and privation in choosing 
or fleeing.?? Finally, Glorieux missed a crucial detail: in the margin 
next to “Gus socius" Gaudet has written *maimost," obviously short for 
Maius Monasterium. John of Blois the Norman, the Benedictine from 
Marmoutier Abbey, was thus the sixth bachelor, not the second. In fact 
this does not contradict the evidence of 1369-1370, because no Benedic- 
tine is recorded for that year. Perhaps, then, it was customary to begin 
with the Carmelite, follow with the seculars and the Benedictine in no 
particular order, and conclude with the Cistercian, the Dominican, the 
Franciscan, and the Augustinian. 

Since Paul of Perugia merely records the attacks of some socii on his 
thesis, while Jean de Mirecourt concentrates on just one socius, it is to 
Alphonsus Vargas we must turn for hope to determine whether we can 
connect the remaining names with bachelors 2, 3, 4, 5, and 9. First, 
it is important to note what Étienne Gaudet recorded of Vargas' first 


80 “7us socius, primo contra 6m de eliciente non esse pre pena sensus; quod omnis 


actus factus in gratia sit meritorius; quod nullus factus sine caritate est merito- 
rius." 

IOHANNES DE MERCURIA, Principium I, = q. 0, ed. PARODI, $34: “Quarta conclu- 
sio est ista: nullum viatoris servitium extra caritatem exhibitum Deus acceptat 
ad vitam eternam.” 

See below. 
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principium. Rather than report the question, Gaudet lists four theses 
that Vargas posited:*? 


(1) Someone can see God without love. (Aliquis potest videre Deum clare 
sine dilectione.) 

(2) Some can love without delight. (<Aliquis> potest diligere sine delecta- 
tione.) 

(3) Our intellect can have love without vision and delight without love. (In- 
tellectus noster potest habere dilectionem sine visione, quod delectatio 
sine dilectione.) 

(4) This is not a valid inference: ‘Someone sees God clearly, therefore he 
is blessed’. (Non est bona consequentia: ‘Quis Deum clare videt, igitur 
est beatus.) 


Gaudet adds that Vargas’ determination is against the Dominican and 
that he deals with the will and intellect and their acts. 

From the above it appears that the material incorporated into Vargas' 
book I, distinction 1, question 1, in which he debates Alphonsus Dionysii 
and Master Fernandus, comes from his principia, since it concerns dilec- 
tio and delectatio and the distinction between them. Perhaps it is from 
the second principium, because Vargas was the last to incept and he re- 
marks that Alphonsus Dionysii responded to his argument.?^ Likewise, 
in question 7 of the same distinction, when Vargas again engages with 
Alphonsus Dionysii, it is because the Portuguese bachelor had denied 
that someone could see God and not have love or be blessed, contrary to 
Vargas’ theses. So while we can say that part of Vargas’ principia is 
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See below. 

ALPHONSUS VARGAS TOLETANUS, In primum Sententiarum, d. 1, q. 1, a. 2, conc. 
2, ed. Venice 1490, col. 142: *Sed ad istam rationem per aliquos reverendos patres 
et socios mecum concurrentes et in lectura fuit responsum dupliciter (Responsio 
Alphonsii de Portugali). Primo quidem fuit dictum quod damnati delectantur 
secundum quid, licet non simpliciter, quia dilectio et complacentia quam habet de 
se ipsis est in eis quedam delectatio secundum quid... Secundo, quia posito quod 
delectatio secundum quid non repugnet damnato, adhuc sequitur quod delectatio 
et dilectio in ipso realiter distinguuntur...”; aa. 3-4, col. 150: “Preterea, ad idem 
arguebat quidam reverendus dominus et compatriota qui mecum concurrebat 
in lectura (Magister Fernandus). Primo sic: posito actu dilectionis beatifice in 
voluntate, circumscripto quocumque alio actu posteriori, voluntas delectatur, 
igitur non est necessarium ponere delectationem esse distinctam a dilectione.” 
ALPHONSUS VARGAS TOLETANUS, In primum Sententiarum, d. 1, q. 7, aa. 3-4, 
ed. Venice 1490, col. 247: “Preterea, ad idem arguebat quidam alius reverendus 
magister et dominus (Magister Alphonsus de Portugalia) qui mecum concurrebat 
in lectura primo sic: illud non est possibile per quamcumque potentiam, quod 
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definitely found in distinction 1, questions 1 and 7, of book I of his ques- 
tions on the Sentences, we cannot use this to test our sequence of socii. 
Alas, the same is the case for the main forum of debate with his socii 
and other living theologians, question 4 of the same distinction 1, be- 
cause everyone is explicitly responding to Vargas' position, rather than 
presenting his own thesis, for the central topic is dilectio and delectatio 
as they relate to fruitio and cognitio. 

Nevertheless, the evidence teaches us something both general about 
principia and specific about the academic year 1344-1345. Although the 
statutes do specify that the Carmelite was to begin, they say nothing 
else about the sequence. The compilers of the Chartularium Univer- 
sitatis Parisiensis were thus wrong to claim that the Dominican came 
last, for regardless of what was stipulated by the Toulouse statutes, 
used in support of their assertion, the Augustinian came last and the 
Dominican was not even penultimate.3° Moreover, the fact that Étienne 
Gaudet lists only ten socii, with the Augustinian last, indicates that, as 
suggested above, the other four names should be dropped from the list, 
for two reasons. First, we already have ten, and this is also what we have 
for 1348-1349 and 1369-1370. Second, two of the other three are said to 
have incepted after the Augustinian Alphonsus, and since Gaudet lists 
him last and I have hypothesized that he would be last, it seems that the 
term incepit is equivocal and here really does refer to the later inception 
process to become masters. 

Doctrinally, in addition to the teachings of Alphonsus Vargas, Paul of 
Perugia, and Jean de Mirecourt as found in their own extensive writings, 
we know what some of their socii taught via their responses to Vargas 
and Paul of Perugia, and a good deal more about Jean de Mirecourt’s 
Benedictine interlocutor, John of Blois, through Mirecourt's principia. 

Unfortunately, the sextern that Étienne Gaudet described as contain- 
ing reportationes of the first principia is no longer present, but he does 
give brief descriptions. Let us attach them to our new sequence of 


socii:5" 


implicat contradictionem formaliter in primo modo et in recto; sed quod aliquis 
videat Deum et non habeat etc. est huiusmodi; igitur etc." 

56 CUP III, no. 1189, p. 700, item 38, and p. 704, n. 37. See also the discussion in 
KALUZA, “La nature des écrits de Jean de Ripa,” pp. 271-273. 


57 This corrects the transcription in GLORIEUX, “Jean de Falisca,” p. 51. 
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[1] 


Paul of Perugia, O.Carm. (have first principium): “Prima questio 
utrum videns relationes in divinis videat aliquam personam. 6 arti- 
culi. De visione beatifica. De cognitione scientifica. De personarum 
distinctione. De relationum perfectione. De Dei simplicitate. De ipsius 
potestate.” (Note: this corresponds to the extant question.) 

Fernand Johannis, Robert of Corbie, Alphonsus Dionysii of 
Lisbon (of Portugal), John Ferrati, all seculars 

“Secundi bacallarii primus articulus de habitu scientifico. De natura 
humana seu humanitate. De Dei creatione. De potentia Dei.” (Note: 
perhaps the first and last topics allowed him to attack Paul of Perugia.) 
“Tertius bacallarius proposuit istam questionem: an videns divinam 
essentiam beatifice videat in ea aliquam potentiam productivam, circa 
quod ponit conclusiones.” (Note: the question resembles Paul of Peru- 
gia’s, perhaps for the purposes of debate.) 

“Al socii primus articulus de speciei sensibilis multiplicatione. 2us de 
clara Dei visione. <3us> de libertate fruitionis in via. Jus <de> dis- 
tinctione predicamentali. 5us de potentia ponenda in Deo.” (Note: the 
topics allow responses to all of the first three bachelors.) 

"bus socius utrum actus liberi arbitrii possint violenter produci, ubi de 
specie in memoria <et> de intellectione in intellectu tangitur" (Note: 
this seems to be directed at articles one, two, and three of the fourth 
socius.) 

John of Blois the Norman of Marmoutier Abbey, OSB: *6us so- 
cius ubi tangitur de comparatione habitus et privationis in eliciente et 
fugiente. De bono morali. De actu voluntatis in instanti vel tempore. 
De infinito. De hiis modicum tangitur" (Note: the first and second 
themes correspond especially to what we have from Jean de Mirecourt's 
principia.) 

Jean de Mirecourt, O.Cist. (have principia I-IV): *7us socius primo 
contra sextum de eliciente non esse pre pena sensus. Quod omnis actus 
factus in gratia sit meritorius. Quod nullus factus sine caritate est 
meritorius.” (Note: this corresponds to the extant first principium and 
the debate with John of Blois.) 

William of Musnier, OP: “8us socius tradit de creatione satis ex- 
tranee, scilicet frater Guillelmus Monnerii, et revocavit. (Note: this 
suggests that William's theme was not connected to the others and that 
he got into some trouble in his first principium.) 
Bartholomew/Bertolus, OFM: “IXus bacallarius quesivit an intel- 
lectus creatus habens de aliquo complexo evidentem notitiam possit de 
eodem habere fidem, ubi de creatione contra supradictum immediate 
bacallarium. Item, de voluntate et intellectu tangit modicum.” (Note: 
given that the Dominican William had dealt with creation, and the 
Franciscan attacked him on that topic, this perhaps led to the former's 
trouble.) 
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[10] Alphonsus Vargas of Toledo, OESA: *Xus bacallarius, scilicet Al- 
fonssus Augustinenssis, qui expositis suis vocabulis posuit aliquas con- 
clusiones: quod aliquis potest videre Deum clare sine dilectione. 2? 
quod «aliquis» potest diligere sine delectatione. 3* quod intellectus 
noster potest habere dilectionem sine visione, quod delectatio sine dilec- 
tione. 4* quod non est bona consequentia: ‘Quis Deum clare videt, 
igitur est beatus. Inde tangit de creatione contra Iacobitam. Inde 
de voluntate et intellectu et horum actibus.” (Note: the themes corre- 
spond to those of the sections of distinction 1 of book I in which Vargas 
engages with his socii. His attack on the Dominican, like that of the 
Franciscan, is noted, but perhaps the item on the will and intellect was 
in the context of a debate with the Franciscan as well.) 


II: 1348-1349 
Pierre Ceffons, Hugolino of Orvieto, 
and Their Socii 


The roughly 400 pages of principia surviving from the academic year 
1348-1349 provide valuable data, first, on the identity, sequence, and 
doctrine of the ten bachelors from that year in particular and, second, 
on principial debates and the written genre in general. We have all four 
principial questions of the Augustinian Hermit Hugolino of Orvieto, a 
total of 116 pages in the critical edition of Willigis Eckermann with the 
assistance of Venicio Marcolino, and we have all four principial questions 
of the Cistercian Pierre Ceffons, which I have transcribed and which will 
come to around 300 printed pages in the critical edition. Here are the 
question titles: 


Hugolino of Orvieto (theme, I-II: De Spiritu metet vitam aeternam, 
Gal. 6.8): 


P Utrum per se vita Deus sit rationali spiritui perfecte ipsam habenti in- 
finitum bonum. (vol. L, pp. 10-46) 

I: |. Utrum Dei velle omnem bonum effectum uniformi efficientia producat. 
(vol. III, pp. 5-29) 

III: | Utrum ex merito Christi infinito recepturi erant electi dona praeveniente 
gratia meliora. (vol. IV, pp. 3-31) 

IV: Utrum omnis meritoria sacramentorum susceptio sit electionis aeternae 


immediatus effectus. (vol. IV, pp. 139-163) 
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Pierre Ceffons (theme, I-IV: O, as in Omega, Apc. 1.8): 

I: Utrum quilibet sciat quod rationes quae circumscripta fide adduci solent 

ad probandum quod non omnia eveniant de necessitate omnem intellec- 

tum convincant simpliciterque demonstrent. 

II: | Utrum omne aliud a Deo de necessitate producatur seu de necessitate 

eveniat. 

Il: Utrum Verbum aeternum, quod est Alpha et Omega, principium est et 

finis, de necessitate fuerit temporaliter caro factum. 

IV: Utrum Ecclesia militans, quae ab Illo regulatur Qui Alpha et Omega, 
principium est et finis, necessario dignissimum veneretur his diebus eu- 
charistiae sacramentum. 


With some assistance from other years, the principia of Hugolino of Orvi- 
eto and Pierre Ceffons provide enough information not only to identify 
by name all ten bachelors of the Sentences at Paris who participated 
in the principial debates over the 1348-1349 academic year, but also to 
piece together the sequence in which they spoke and many of the posi- 
tions that they defended. I have reconstructed the order in which they 
gave their principia as follows: 


Petrus de Turribus, Carmelite Friar 

Nicholas, Prior of Le Pecq, Benedictine Monk 

Grimier Boniface of Rouen, Secular 

Jean Charel d'Aubepierre, Collége de Navarre (Secular) 

Master Laurence d'Yves, Secular 

Jean Maheu de Signéville, Prior of Collége de la Sorbonne (Secular) 
Pierre Ceffons, Cistercian Monk 

Bartholomé d’Anizy, Dominican Friar 

Ascencius of Sainte-Colombe, Franciscan Friar 

0] Hugolino of Orvieto, Augustinian Friar 


= © © I OO Cr À À ND rH 


Along with their own chosen topics, Hugolino and Ceffons also reveal 
the doctrinal themes of their socii, sometimes in great depth, and they 
spend time arguing against each other as well. These scholars were 
all up to date, as the frequent citation of Thomas Bradwardine's De 
causa Dei, published only in 1344 in England, makes clear. Hugolino 
argues against the work in the principia and records the agreement of the 
bachelors of the Sorbonne and of the Franciscans with Bradwardine on 
other points.® Ceffons himself makes heavy use of Bradwardine’s great 


55 HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium I, a. 1, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 1, 


p. 14.104 and 118; Principium II, a. 3, vol. 3, p. 24.524 and 527. For Brad- 
wardine and some of the main themes of his De causa Dei, see J.-F. GENEST, 
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book, with more than 30 references to Bradwardine in his principia, 
recording disagreements over Bradwardinian ideas with the Sorbonne 
bachelor, the Navarre bachelor, and the Franciscan. We can thus expect 
an exciting and well-informed debate. 


1 Petrus de Turribus, Carmelite Friar, on the Created 
Will 


In his first principium, Hugolino declares to be false what the man who 
incepted first said, that with his own natural abilities a human can 
rightly love God, and in his second principium Hugolino attributes the 


same position to the Carmelite: 
Hugolino of Orvieto, Principium 1°° 


Igitur non est verum quod ille qui 
primo loco incepit dixit, quod potest 
homo ex naturalibus diligere deum 
recte. Ratio eius, quia voluntas ex 
se potest in omne dictatum per ra- 
tionem, non valet, eo quod dictat ra- 
tio quod omne praeceptum servan- 
dum est ad intentionem mandantis, 
et tamen non potest servare ex natu- 


Hugolino of Orvieto, Principium II 


Et primum antecedens ponitur et 
probatur a Carmelita ponente quod 
viator ex puris naturalibus potest 
diligere deum super omnia, licet non 
meritorie. 

(a. 2) Patet, quod ratio Carmeli- 
tae non solvit ad difficultatem de 
diligere deum super omnia... Re- 
spondet: Verum est, si meritorie. 


ralibus solis. 


Ceffons also ascribes to the first bachelor the views that the will needs 
knowledge to act and that the will moves itself and thus can move itself 
to one option or another as it pleases, which positions are consistent 
with the Carmelite's positions as Ceffons describes them in his third 
principium. One cannot find anything corresponding to the Carmelite's 
apparent claims about the ontological status of sins of omission, but this 
is only ascribed to him in what is probably a slightly misplaced marginal 
note in the Ceffons manuscript. It is likely that only thing that belongs 


Prédétermination et liberté créée à Oxford au XIV* siécle. Buckingham contre 
Bradwardine (Études de philosophie médiévale, 70), Paris 1992. 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium I, a. 1, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 1, 
p. 4.106-111. 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium Il, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 3, p. 5.15-17; 
a. 2, p. 16.319. 
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to the first socius is the statement on the next line about something 
Augustine retracted (see below, socius AN Hl 

Hugolino's and Ceffon's Carmelite socius was Petrus de Turribus, ap- 
parently from the Avignon convent in the Carmelite province of Provence, 
making his vernacular name something like Peire Torri. In 1342 the 
Carmelites assigned Petrus de Turribus to read the Bible at Paris in 
1343-1344, and in 1345 they determined that he would read the Sen- 
tences there in 1347-1348. Apparently he did not do so, so in the next 
Chapter General Petrus de Turribus was appointed as the Carmelite 
bachelor of the Sentences for the coming academic year, 1348-1349. 
Petrus de Turribus was still active as Parisian master of theology in 
1365.9? 

The fact that the first bachelor to hold his principial session was a 
Carmelite confirms the theory, based on the statutes, that the Carmelite 
always went first, and it might explain why in 1344-1345 the Carmelite 
Paul of Perugia does not mention any socius in his first principium, 
waiting instead until the pertinent place in his questions on book I to 
respond to the objections of his fellow bachelors. 

In his first principium, the Carmelite Petrus de Turribus defended 
the independence of the created will as a rational faculty. According 
to Ceffons, the first socius asserted that the human will could not act 
as an efficient cause unless it first apprehended or cognized its object, 
but with that granted, the will moves itself and can move to one or the 
other option as it pleases. Hugolino adds that the Carmelite went on to 
assert that the created will can do everything dictated by reason, and so 


HI Compare the following to what Ceffons says in PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium III, 


Troyes, Médiathéque du Grand Troyes, 62, ff. 190vb-191ra: Principium I, f. 5vb: 
^Unde videtur mihi, sicut bene probavit socius qui primo loco incepit, quod 
voluntas sola non sufficit ad productionem sui actus, sed requiritur apprehensio 
seu cognitio ut causa effectiva: ‘Invisa etiam diligimus, incognita nequaquam”.” 
“Item, contra conclusionem potest argui ex dictis socii qui primo loco incepit. 
Dicit enim quod voluntas moveret se ipsam. Si igitur moveatur se, sequitur 
quod, sicut placebit sibi, sibi poterit se movere ad hanc partem vel illam.” The 
other is Principium I, f. 5rb: “[mg: Contra primum etiam socium] Dico ulterius 
quod nullum est peccatum pure omissionis, quia nullus peccat quin vere vel 
interpretative velit aliquo modo se habere qualiter se habere est peccare. Et 
cum dicit primus socius quod Augustinus retractavit hanc auctoritatem, quod 
peccatum a Deo est voluntarium...” 

H. DENIFLE, “Quellen zur Gelehrtengeschichte des Carmelitordens im 13. und 
14. Jahrhundert,” in Archiv für Literatur- und Kirchengeschichte des Mittelal- 
ters 5 (1889), pp. 365-384, at pp. 376-377; CUP III, no. 1300; XIBERTA, De 
scriptoribus scholasticis saeculi XIV ex ordine Carmelitarum, p. 36. 
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humans can love God righteously by their natural abilities.?? In his own 
first principium, Ceffons mainly uses the Carmelite’s words against the 
fourth socius, Jean d’Aubepierre, although Ceffons does shoot back with 
Aristotle’s dictum that “quicquid movetur ab alio movetur.”°4 Hugolino, 
however, engages briefly with the Carmelite in a corollary: 


First corollary: in any operating of the will that tends toward life, 
no created will is sufficient; but through loving God one tends 
toward life; therefore it is not true what he who incepted in first 
place said, that humans can love God righteously on their own 
natural abilities. His reason, that the will by itself can do anything 
dictated by reason, is not valid, since reason dictates that we obey 
every precept according to the intent of the One giving the order, 
and yet one cannot obey on one's own natural abilities.’ 


Not wishing to appear Pelagian, in his second principium the Carmelite 
modified his position slightly, maintaining now, according to Hugolino, 
that the viator can love God above all things merely by his natural abil- 
ities, although not meritoriously. Hugolino was unsatisified. Hugolino 
had claimed in his first principium that loving God *improves the lover," 
“even Judas," which cannot be done on one's own abilities, and now 
the Carmelite agreed, if Hugolino means “meritoriously.” The Carmelite 
may not have paid much attention to the “Judas” element, which Hugoli- 
no seizes upon in arguing that if Judas had merit, and that merit is in 
the past, which cannot be changed, then Judas cannot now not have 
merited salvation.°6 
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See the text above in the parallel columns at n. 89. 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium I, Troyes 62, f. 5vb: “Ad hoc diceret adversar- 
ius faciliter quod assumptum est falsum, si «intelligat? [incolligat] quod nihil 
aliud moveat voluntatem. Unde et diceret de illis quae iste dicit se ipsa movere 
quod movere<n>tur ab alio. Unde Aristoteles et philosophi videntur esse istius 
opinionis, quod ‘quicquid movetur ab alio movetur"? 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium I, a. 1, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 1, 
p. 14.105-111: “Corollarium primum: In quolibet operari voluntatis quo ten- 
dit in vitam, non sufficit aliqua voluntas creata. Sed per diligere deum tendit in 
vitam. Igitur non est verum quod ille qui primo loco incepit dixit, quod potest 
homo ex naturalibus diligere deum recte. Ratio eius, quia voluntas ex se potest 
in omne dictatum per rationem, non valet, eo quod dictat ratio quod omne prae- 
ceptum servandum est ad intentionem mandantis, et tamen non potest servare 
ex naturalibus solis" 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium II, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 3, p. 5.15-17: 
^Et primum antecedens ponitur et probatur a Carmelita ponente quod viator ex 
puris naturalibus potest diligere deum super omnia, licet non meritorie” A. 
2, p. 16.319-324: “Patet quod ratio Carmelitae non solvit ad difficultatem de 
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In his second principium, Petrus de Turribus also began to argue 
against Ceffons' main thesis, that everything happens of necessity, and 
although Ceffons claims to have responded in his own second princi- 
pium, that part of Ceffons’ second principial debate apparently did not 
it make into the manuscript." In Ceffons’ third principium, however, 
the Carmelite plays a prominent role: Ceffons quotes verbatim about 
five pages of the Carmelite's third principium, before devoting the final 
four pages to refuting his arguments. Suffice it to say that Petrus de 
Turribus’ emphasis on the freedom of the will in his own thesis was in 
direct opposition to that of Ceffons. 


2 Nicholas, Prior of Le Pecq, Benedictine Monk, on 
Ecclesiastical Infallibility and on Concepts 


Hugolino mentions the second bachelor only once, relating that he “imag- 
ines that an infinite latitude of whiteness would not be whiteness,”% but 
neither Hugolino nor Ceffons returns to this imagination, although Cef- 
fons does attribute to him the claim on a related topic that there can 
be two species equal in perfection, since there can be two species of 
greater and lesser perfection.?9? The second socius is, however, one of 
Ceffons’ most important interlocutors, but the fact that Ceffons groups 


diligere deum super omnia. Probavi [scil. in primo Principio] enim quod ex 
illo actu diligens melioratur et non potest a se ipso, etiam Judas. Respondet: 
‘Verum est, si meritorie. Contra: Quia illud meliorari ex adhaesione in deum 
cessit in praeterito et non potest non praeterisse. Si igitur illud est meruisse, 
igitur non potest nunc non meruisse vitam. Hoc falsum et cetera.” 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium III, Troyes 62, f. 191ra, quoting the Carmelite’s 
own words: “Unde cum libertatem voluntatis probavi in meo secundo principio, 
et dico quod si unum contrariorum est in natura etc., dicit [scil. Ceffons] quod 
unus philosophus dicet faciliter quod necessitas et libertas contradictionis non 
sunt contraria Principium III, f. 191rb: “Ad aliud, quando arguit quod libertas 
contingentiae est et est contraria necessitati etc., dico quod, ut patet ex dictis 
meis nunc et alias...”; f. 187ra, in Ceffons’ own words: “Facit autem hic magister 
[scil. bachalarius de Sorbona] aliquas rationes contra etc. Unde prima ratio 
est de contrariis, quod si unum est, reliquum est. Sed ad illud respondi ego in 
secundo principio meo, tangendo dicta bachalarii de Carmelo.” 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium I, a. 1, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 1, 
p. 16.160-161: “Hoc est contra bachalarium qui secundo loco incepit, qui imag- 
inatur quod infinita latitudo albedinis non esset albedo.” 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium I, Troyes 62, f. 5vb: "Dicit [scil. sextus socius] 
enim arguendo contra socium qui secundo loco incepit, qui probabat quod po- 
terant dari duae species aequales in perfectione. Et probabat secundus socius, 
quia hic est dare maius est minus, ibi etiam est dare aequale.” 
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him with the sixth socius to incept makes it difficult to distinguish the 
two. Ceffons lets us know that he was a prior, and the only two priors 
we have are Prior Nicholas and the prior of the Sorbonne. Ceffons also 
informs us that the second bachelor defended as one of his main theses 
the infallibility of the Church, and in both principia HI and IV Ceffons 
attributes this same position to Prior Nicholas de Alpecto: 


Pierre Ceffons, Principium I, Troyes Pierre Ceffons, Principium III, 


62, f. Ach 


Et primo ex dictis domini prioris, qui 
secundo loco incepit: si opinio es- 
set vera, sequitur quod Ecclesia er- 
raret. Consequens falsum et contra 
socium qui secundo loco incepit, qui 
dicit quod non solum non errat, sed 
nec etiam potest errare. 


Troyes 62, f. 185va, and IV, f. 207ra 


Contra conclusionem istam arguit pa- 
ter meus dominus Nicholaus prior de 
Alpecto, dicens sic de verbo ad ver- 
bum: Probatio primae partis conclu- 
sionis meae quod anima est forma 
substantialis corporis, quia hoc ponit 
Ecclesia... Quae quidem Ecclesia non 


potest errare... 

Gratia collationis habendae, non 
tenendo quod Ecclesia possit errare, 
argu<er>am contra patrem meum 
dominum priorem de Alpecto, sed 
ipse nunc de novo in tertio principio 
probavit quod Ecclesia non potest er- 
rare. 


De Alpecto and similar spellings refer to Aupec, now called Le Pecq, 
a town just west of Paris near Saint-Germain-en-Laye. In his second 
principium Ceffons refers to what is obviously either the second or the 
sixth socius as Monachus Niger, UU and since the prior of the Sorbonne, 
the sixth socius, was a secular, Nicholas must have been a Benedictine. 
The ancient Benedictine Fontenelle Abbey, also called Saint- Wandrille 
Abbey, northwest of Rouen, held property in Le Pecq, where it estab- 
lished a priory called Saint- Wandrille, so Nicholas must have been prior 
of the Benedictine house there that was subordinate to Fontenelle.!0! 
The Benedictine Nicholas started out as one of Ceffons’ main oppo- 
nents, but the prior of Le Pecq's reasoning took the debate in other 


10 PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium II, Troyes 62, f. 83vb: “Nam arguitur primo, ut 


quidam pater [mg. Monachus Niger], quia experimur quod venientes ad bivium 
etc. Secundo, quia consiliamur. Tertio, quia meritum est et demeritum. Quarto, 
quia philosophi omnes sunt in oppositum.” 

See, e.g., F. BOULET, Leçon d'Histoire de France. Saint- Germain-en-Laye. Des 
antiquités nationales à une ville internationale, Paris 2006, p. 25. 
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directions. What Nicholas said about qualities and species is not elabo- 
rated upon in Hugolino or Ceffons, but because the bachelors were made 
aware of their opponents’ theses before the principial debates began, in 
his principium Nicholas was able to present various arguments against 
Ceffons’ thesis, two of which, on concepts and on the Church, prompted 
the Cistercian to reply in depth. Regarding the Church, Nicholas pre- 
sented an ecclesiological thesis that provoked Ceffons to engage in a 
sustained debate: “the Church cannot err."!0? Ceffons’ own thesis has 
little to do with Nicholas', but they found a way to attack each other 
nonetheless, illustrating the attraction of the principial genre: 


Before I [Ceffons| argue principally against what was said above, 
first I want to argue less principally on the basis of the statements 
of some socii so that I have an opportunity to say some things 
against them. And first on the basis of the statements of the lord 
prior [Nicholas] who incepted in second place: if the opinion [that I 
am defending] were true, it follows that the Church would err. The 
consequent is false and against the socius who incepted in second 
place, who maintains that [the Church] not only does not err, but 
even that it cannot err. The consequence is noted, because it is 
the case that the entire Church holds that not everything happens 
of necessity. ID 


An adversary could easily respond, Ceffons counters, that if the Church 
is the community of believers or the pope and the cardinals, then ^this 


102 Roberto Lambertini and I are editing Ceffons’ Parvum Decretum de potestate 


sancti Petri and the introduction will discuss this confrontation in the context 
of Ceffons' ecclesio-political theory. I gave a talk on the subject: “The Cistercian 
Pierre Ceffons and Western Ambivalence about Pope and Church at the Time 
of the Black Death: The Principia on Infallibility, the Epistola Luciferi, and the 
Parvum Decretum de potestate sancti Petri,” Medieval Institute, Notre Dame 
University, 22 February 2018. 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium l, Troyes 62, f. 4vb: *Antequam arguam prin- 
cipaliter contra dicta supra, volo primo minus principaliter arguere ex dictis 
aliquorum sociorum ut habeam occasionem dicendi aliqua contra eos. Et primo 
ex dictis domini prioris, qui secundo loco incepit: si opinio esset vera, sequitur 
quod Ecclesia erraret. Consequens falsum et contra socium qui secundo loco in- 
cepit, qui dicit quod non solum non errat, sed nec etiam potest errare. Sed conse- 
quentia est nota, quia constat quod tota Ecclesia tenet quod non omnia evenirent 
de necessitate. Ceffons refers to the condemnations of 1277: Enquéte sur les 
219 articles condamnés à Paris le 7 mars 1277 ed. R. HISSETTE (Philosophes 
Médiévaux, 22), Louvain-Paris 1977, p. 172, no. 102; La condamnation parisi- 
enne de 1277, ed. D. PICHÉ, with C. LAFLEUR (Sic et Non), Paris 1999, p. 86, 
no. 21: “Quod nichil fit ex casu, sed omnia ex necessitate eveniunt... error." 
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Roman Church can err and often does err.” So Ceffons adopts the per- 
sona of a theologian and refutes the Benedictine’s position with a rude 
poem and a quotation from John of Salisbury’s Policraticus against the 
Roman Church, as well as canon law statements differentiating between 
the infallibile divine judgment and the sometimes fallible judgment of 
the Church. For the Church consists of men, and men are all sinners.!4 

Ceffons begins his third principium by presenting Nicholas’ response 
verbatim in direct discourse, roughly six pages, probably from Nicholas’ 
second principium, in which the prior of Le Pecq proposed that the soul 
is the substantial form of the body. The Benedictine used his proof to 
counter-attack: the Church posits this in the Clementines, and the 
Church cannot err: “I proved this elsewhere and now I prove it against 
the venerable father and lord bachelor of St Bernard,” starting with 
Matthew 16.18: “Thou art Peter and upon this rock I will build my 
Church,” and continuing with a barrage of canon law quotations linking 
the Church to Christ and asserting the unity of the Church Militant 
and Triumphant. Indeed, Nicholas uses Ceffons’ own thesis in support, 
adding a pun on the Matthew reference: “In his first principium he 
posited one supposition upon which almost his whole building is founded, 
which was this: that no proposition that was true is able not to have 
been true.” Nicholas then chooses Luke 22.32: “I have prayed for thee, 
that thy faith fail not” Because this past-tense proposition is in the 
Gospel and Christ Himself said it, it was true, so, according to Ceffons' 
thesis, Peter's faith, and obviously by extension the Church's, will not 
fail, 106 


10^ PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium I, Troyes 62, ff. 4vb-5ra: “Ad hoc diceret adver- 


sarius faciliter quod, capiendo Ecclesiam pro tali congregatione credentium in 
Christum aut pro papa et cardinalibus, quod talis Ecclesia Romana [5ra] potest 
errare et multotiens errat. Unde et sumendo personam theologi, non tenendo 
tamen conclusionem oppositam, arguo contra ipsum.." For the poem and the 
quotation (which Trapp does not identify), see D. TRAPP, “Peter Ceffons of Clair- 
vaux," in Recherches de Théologie Ancienne et Médiévale 24 (1957), pp. 101-154, 
at p. 107 and n. 7. 

See W.O. DUBA, “The Souls After Vienne: Franciscan Theologians’ Views on the 
Plurality of Forms and the Plurality of Souls, ca. 1315-30," in Psychology and 
the Other Disciplines. A Case of Cross-Disciplinary Interaction (1250-1750), 
ed. P.J.J.M. BAKKER, S.W. DE BOER, and C. LEIJENHORST (History of Science 
and Medicine Library, 33; Medieval and Early Modern Science, 19), Leiden 2012, 
pp. 171-272. 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium III, Troyes 62, f. 185va: “Probatio primae partis 
conclusionis meae quod anima est forma substantialis corporis, quia hoc ponit 
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Nicholas then quotes Ceffons’ response in his first principium, mostly 
verbatim, such that we have Ceffons quoting Nicholas quoting Ceffons. 
Nicholas complains that Ceffons' objection is beside the point, since 
Nicholas had explained *in my principium," meaning the first, that he 
was always taking ‘Church’ for the congregation of the faithful and not 
for any individual, excluding from the Church anyone in mortal sin. 
Defining ‘Church’ in this fashion, canon law supports his position, not 
Ceffons', the Benedictine asserts. In this way, whoever does not sin is 
a member of the Church and, vice-versa, whoever is a member of the 
Church does not sin or err. Thus, from this proto-Calvinist perspective, 
adopting the “persona of a philosopher or artist," in contrast to Ceffons 
the theologian, Nicholas declares that the fallibility of the pope and 
cardinals does not entail the fallibility of the ^whole universal Church." 
By fallaciously arguing from individuals to the whole, Nicholas adds, 
one could just as easily maintain that entire species are corruptible and 
have been corrupted. This and other absurdities follow from such a form 
of argumentation. 07 


Ecclesia Extra, De summa Trinitate, capitulo ‘Fideli’ in Clementinis. Quae qui- 
dem Ecclesia non potest errare. Alias probavi et nunc probo contra patrem ve- 
nerabilem et dominum bachalarium de sancto Bernardo... Istam confirmo unica 
ratione ex dictis patris venerabilis antedicti. Nam ipse in suo principio posuit 
unam suppositionem supra quam quasi totum suum aedificium est fundatum, 
quae fuit haec, quod nulla propositio quae fuit vera potest non fuisse vera. Sed 
ista propositio dicta a Christo: Ego rogavi pro te ut nom deficiat fides tua, fuit 
vera, aliter evangelium esset falsum et Christus mentitus. Igitur non potuit non 
esse vera. Et per consequens non potest non esse sicut per propositionem de- 
notatur, quia in hoc consistit veritas propositionis significativae. Sed per illam 
denotatur quod non deficiet fides Petri. Igitur etc.” 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium III, Troyes 62, f. 185va: “Cum sui reverentia 
apparet mihi quod ipse non arguit contra conclusionem meam<et> non habet 
intentum capituli per eum allegati, quoniam, sicut dixi in meo principio, ‘Ec- 
clesia’ multis modis sumitur... et ipsam recepi semper hoc sensu prout dicitur 
congregatio fidelium, De consecratio, distinctione «1» [in], ‘Ecclesia’, et isto 
modo nec officialis nec episcopus nec persona aliqua singularis est Ecclesia, nec 
aliquis peccans mortaliter est de Ecclesia... Dico quod, cum reverentia, quamdiu 
sibi innitimur in credendo et sibi adhaerendo et simus membra Ecclesiae huius 
conformiter iuxta leges ab eo positas operando non deficimus nec erramus... Et 
quia iste dominus, prout dicit, arguendo contra me assumit personam theologi 
seu canonistae, ergo vice versa sibi respondendo sumo personam philosophi vel 
artistae, et apparet mihi quod ista forma non est universaliter concedenda: ‘Papa 
potest errare, cardinales possunt errare, et sic de quolibet singulari homine, igi- 
tur tota universalis Ecclesia potest errare. Nam per formam istam ipse probaret 
quod non solum possit deficere, immo quod iam defecerit pluries et deficiet in 
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In response, still in his third principium, Ceffons reiterates that he is 
not defending the opposite view, but merely arguing against Nicholas. If 
Nicholas takes ‘Church’ to mean the congregration of the faithful, then 
Ceffons quotes canon law to the effect that “the Church, that is, the 
collection of catholics,” cannot be without the Apostolic See, so even 
on Nicholas’ restricted definition of the Church as the “congregation of 
the faithful” canon law does not exclude those in mortal sin from the 
Church, because there are some mortal sinners among the faithful.!05 
Indeed, one of the canon law texts that Nicholas quotes is against him, 
the one explaining the oath that clerics must take, in this case clerics 
of Piacenza, as Pope Innocent III articulated: “From this time forward 
I will be faithful and obedient to our lord the bishop of Piacenza and 
to the Church.” The clerics wanted to know whether ‘Church’ here 
stands for the clergy of the diocese or just the cathedral chapter of Pia- 
cenza. Innocent replied that ‘Church’ did not mean the entire clergy of 
the diocese, rather just the chapter, but even so, the bishop of Piacenza 
was understood as the head. In any case, Ceffons adds, the Glossa or- 
dinaria there innumerates many meanings for the term ‘Church’: the 
bishop, ecclesiastical men, the majority of the chapter, the canons, the 
church of a province. This passage is thus useless for Nicholas, since sin- 
ners are not excluded.!?? The Church Militant thus includes “good and 


futuris... Praeterea, ex forma simili probaretur quod quaelibet species esset cor- 
ruptibilis per naturam, immo iam pluries sit corrupta, licet secundum Philoso- 
phum species sint incorruptibiles et aeternae...” 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium III, Troyes 62, f. 186rb: “Sed hic videtur primo 
mihi quod, si capiatur ‘Ecclesia’ pro congregatione fidelium, adhuc sicut dicit il- 
lud capitulum De consecratione, distinctione 1, ‘Ecclesia’, ubi sic dicitur: ‘Eccle- 
sia, id est, catholicorum collectio, quomodo sine Apostolicae Sedis [et] instituere- 
tur nutu, quando iuxta sacra decreta nec ipsa<m> debet absque praeceptione 
papae basilica noviter construi, quae ipsa catholicorum intra semet amplecti 
catervam dinoscitur?’ Haec sunt omnia verba illius capituli. Hic videtis quod 
sumendo adhuc Ecclesiam pro congregatione fidelium sicut sumit capitulum, non 
habetur quin existens in peccato mortali sit de Ecclesia, quia aliquis existens in 
peccato mortali est de numero fidelium.” 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium III, Troyes 62, f. 186rb: “Sed aliud capitulum 
quod ipse allegat minus videtur facere pro eo. Ecce enim capitulum...: ‘Innocen- 
tius tertius praeposito et capitulo Placentinis. Cum clerici Placentini iuramen- 
tum praestent sub hac forma verborum: Ego talis ab hac hora in antea fidelis ero 
et obediens episcopo Placentino, domino nostro, et ecclesiae, nos consulere voluis- 
tis utrum intelligi debeat clerus totius diocesis an capitulum tantum Ecclesiae 
cathedralis. Nos igitur taliter respondemus quod per ecclesiae Placentinae vo- 
cabulum in forma iuramenti praescripti non debet intelligi totius diocesis clerus. 
Et si capitulum intelligatur ecclesiae cathedralis, tamen qui praestat huiusmodi 
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bad men, just and unjust, predestined and reprobate," quoting Peter 
Auriol's analogy between the Church and Noah's Arc in his Bible com- 
mentary.!!0" Ceffons continues at some length, remarking at one point 
that if Nicholas defines ‘Church’ in such a (proto-Calvinist) way that it 
connotes not being in mortal sin, then the entire discussion is pointless, 
since the definition itself would suffice. In this case, however, Nicholas 
merely begs the question.!! Finally, Ceffons denies ever having argued 
syllogistically from individuals to the whole: 


And when he says further against me that I made this form: ‘The 
pope and the cardinals can err, since they are men, therefore the 
Church can err’, against which form he objects in the persona of 
a logician, here I say that, regardless of the objections that he 
adduces and regardless of the form that he appears to impute to 
me, I did not make such forms that he argues are defective. '? 


Ceffons concludes, regarding true propositions, that he made that claim 
qua philosopher, not theologian, in which capacity he would deny it, 
although his final words repeat that he is not holding that the Church 
can err.1? 

After over 500 lines of dialogue with Nicholas in the third principium, 
Ceffons returns to the Benedictine bachelor for another 200 lines in the 


beginning of the fourth principium, the title of which begins ^Whether 


iuramentum domino episcopo tanquam capiti principaliter obligatur. Ubi dicit 
glosa ordinaria: ‘Hoc nomen Ecclesia varias habet significationes... 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium III, Troyes 62, f. 186rb: “Item, quia Ecclesia 
militans de qua hic pater loquitur videtur continere bonos et malos, iustos et in- 
iustos, praedestinatos et reprobatos... Quibus etiam concordat Petrus Aureolus, 
comparans Ecclesiam archae Noae in qua corvus et columba fuerunt..." 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium III, Troyes 62, f. 186rb: “Et iste pater dicat quod 
esse in Ecclesia connotet non esse in peccato mortali, sicut ipsemet dicit. Tunc 
inaniter quaeritur etc, quia ex posito vocabuli iudicat etc. Et si sic, non esset 
difficultas etc. Sed potius petitio principii etc.” 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium III, Troyes 62, f. 186va: “Et quando ultra dicit 
contra me quod feci istam formam: ‘Papa potest errare et cardinales, cum sint 
homines, igitur Ecclesia potest errare’, contra quam formam in persona logici 
ipse instat, hic dico quod quicquid sit de instantiis quas adducit et quicquid sit 
de illa forma quam videtur mihi imponere, dico quod non feci illas formas quas 
ipse arguit esse defectuosas." 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium III, Troyes 62, f. 186va: "Respondeo: aut hic 
pater arguit contra theologum, et sic nihil facit, quia in persona theologi negavi 
suppositionem assumptam; aut contra philosophum cuius personam assumpsi, 
de Christo etc. Facit igitur etc. mixtionem etc. Et haec sint dicta arguendo non 
tenendo quod Ecclesia possit errare.” 
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the Church Militant...” It seems that Nicholas was not convinced by Cef- 
fons’ rebuttal and in his third principium argued again that the Church 
is infallible. According to Ceffons, who does not quote Nicholas directly 
here, the prior of Le Pecq repeated some of his earlier arguments, but 
added that “the Church cannot be adulterated or desert its spouse, so 
similarly it cannot err.” To which the Cistercian responds that one can 
err without being adulterated, and Nicholas does not restrict his mean- 
ing to certain errors only, but continues to defend the general thesis that 
the Church cannot err, “as it is clear in his other principia” 14 
Nicholas then tried to dodge further criticism by holding to a closer 
identification between the Church and Christ: “Christ was unable to 
err, therefore the Church was unable to err," but Ceffons responds by 
claiming that Nicholas’ evidence for this can just as easily lead not only 
to the opposite conclusion, but to the absurdity that the Church can die. 
Besides, Ceffons reminds the Benedictine that in his other principia he 
had emphasized that the Church cannot err because it was founded on 
Christ, which entails the non-identity of Christ and the Church: *For if 
he had said from the beginning that ‘Christ was unable to err, and I call 
Christ the Church’, I would not have argued this way against him,” and 
likewise if he called ‘the Father’ the Church. For Ceffons could always 
claim that the Church is God and completely uncreated and that It 
created all things, and this would lead the discussion in a completely 
different direction. But here, Ceffons wishes Nicholas to recall, they 
have been taking the Church to be “the congregation of the faithful 
founded on Christ.”!!° Ceffons' rebuttal continues at length, accusing 


14^ PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium IV, Troyes 62, f. 207ra: “Secundo arguit sic: Ec- 


clesia non potest adulterari nec sponsum suum deserere, ergo similiter non potest 
errare. Consequentia nota est. Sed videtur mihi primo quod ista consequentia 
indiget probatione, quia alius potest poni esse error quam adulterium. Possunt 
enim multi decipi et certe multis falsis in hoc decipiuntur et falluntur, qui ta- 
men non adulterantur, et maxime cum hic pater loquatur multum generaliter de 
errore, non restringens dictum suum ad aliquem specialem modum errandi, sed 
dicens generaliter quod Ecclesia non potest errare etc., ut in aliis eius principiis 
patet.” 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium IV, Troyes 62, f. 207ra-b: “Tertia ratio eius est 
haec: Christus non potuit errare, [207rb] igitur Ecclesia non potuit errare... 
Item, in aliis principiis, cum dicebat quod Ecclesia non poterat errare, probat 
quia erat fundata super Christum, et sic Ecclesia non erat Christus nec Ecclesia 
illa fundata super Christum poterat esse suum fundamentum... Nam si dixisset 
a principio quod ‘Christus non potuit errare et Christum voco Ecclesiam’, non 
arguissem sic contra eum... Si etiam diceret quod ipse vocat Ecclesiam Deum 
Patrem et illa Ecclesia non potest errare, non arguissem contra eum. Et sic 
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Nicholas not only of equivocating with the term ‘Church’, but also of 
being inconsistent in his claims about what is possible de potentia Dei 
absoluta and ordinata and by the composite and divided senses. 

The fundamental problem lies in Nicholas’ definition of ‘Church’. All 
the canon law passages that Nicholas employed use the term ‘Church’ 
in ways that obviously contradict Nicholas' thesis, because the citations 


never exclude sinners and even reprobates from their understanding of 
‘Church’.16 And no wonder: 


For since there is no one who cannot err, neither the pope nor 
the cardinals, nor anyone else, rather de facto each of them errs, 
namely either by sinning or believing something false, and these 
men are the Church, because the congregation of the faithful is 
the Church, it follows, as it seems, that the Church era II" 


No one experienced in the law, Ceffons continues, maintains that cler- 
gymen are never in a state of mortal sin. *If the pope is in mortal sin, 
is he not in some way the head of the Church or an ecclesiastical judge? 
And a religious existing in mortal sin, is he not an ecclesiastical per- 
son?" Innumerable laws proclaim this, for otherwise there would be no 
need for laws on punishing clergymen. Indeed, some laws are solely for 
Christians, not for Jews or Pagans.!H? 


videtur quod tarde venerit haec expositio quod Christus etc. Unde quando dixit 
quod Ecclesia non potest errare, quaero pro quo supponebat iste terminus ‘Ec- 
clesia’... Dicerem ego quod Ecclesia est Deus et est infinitum bonum, et Ecclesia 
est penitus increata et creavit omnia... Dico quod Ecclesia non potest errare, 
quia voco Deum Ecclesiam etc. Et semper alias congregationem fidelium super 
Christum fundatam Ecclesiam appellavit.” 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium IV, Troyes 62, f. 207rb: “Item, quando dicit quod 
capitula illa per quae deduxeram quod Ecclesia non est episcopus nec officialis 
nec aliquis existens in peccato mortali est de Ecclesia, dicit, inquam, me dixisse 
quod illa capitula nihil faciunt pro eo. Dico hic quod haec dixi et adhuc dico, 
sicut patet, quia ea de verbo ad verbum scripsi et glosas et illa penitus nihil 
faciunt pro eo, immo dicit quaedam glosa super unum de capitulis allegatis per 
eum quod Ecclesia quandoque capitur pro episcopo, quod est contra eum, ut 
videtur. Auctoritates suae faciliter glosarentur, quia esto quod fideles sint de 
Ecclesia, tam illi qui sunt in peccato mortali quam illi qui sunt in gratia, ut 
deduxi...” 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium IV, Troyes 62, f. 207rb: “Nam ex quo nullus est 
qui non possit errare, nec papa nec cardinales, nec aliquis alius, immo de facto 
quilibet horum errat, puta aut peccando aut credendo falsum, et isti sunt Ec- 
clesia, quia congregatio fidelium est Ecclesia, sequitur, ut videtur, quod Ecclesia 
errat.” 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium IV, Troyes 62, f. 207rb-va: “Unde nullus per- 
itus in iure [207va] negat quin personae ecclesiasticae sint in mortali peccato 
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Nicholas should have defined at the very start how he understands 
‘Church’ and ‘err’, and it is too late to make refinements.!!? For Cef- 
fons, it seems, the only way Nicholas can succeed is by simply defining 
‘Church’ as a congregation of non-sinners. This is no doubt why Nicho- 
las declared, according to Ceffons, that the Church Militant is in fact 
the Church Triumphant. But Ceffons insists that Nicholas misuses these 
terms: 


The pope presides over the Church Militant, which is Peter’s boat, 
which is continually jostled by the waves, but he does not preside 
over the Blessed Virgin who has already been saved and over the 
entire court of paradise. For the Church Triumphant is the con- 
gregation of the Blessed... But the Church Militant, according to 
this father, is the congregation of the faithful, who, even if they 
are blessed in spirit, they are not yet so in reality, those who are 
jostled by the great sea and continuous winds of this world.!?? 


Pierre Ceffons the Cistercian clearly would have considered the concept 
of papal infallibility ridiculous, but here we have him rejecting the no- 
tion of the infallibility of the ‘Roman Church’, even the ‘Church’ taken 
as broadly as possible, contrary to Gregory VII's Dictatus papae. Yet 
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quandoque. Si enim papa est in mortali, numquid est ipse aliquo modo caput 
Ecclesiae seu numquid est ipse iudex ecclesiasticus? Et religiosus existens in 
peccato mortali, numquid est ipsa persona ecclesiastica? Etiam si sciatur quod 
est in peccato mortali, constat quod Ecclesia militans continet et bonos et malos, 
ut innumera iura clamant. Notentur hic iura qualiter ecclesiasticae personae et 
homines mali de Ecclesia sunt puniendi. Unde etiam Christianis tanquam de Ec- 
clesia datur certa paena pro certis factis, quae non daretur Iudaeis aut paganis, 
qui non reputantur de Ecclesia." 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium IV, Troyes 62, f. 207va: “Item, ut ad prima lu- 
mina veniamus, si ad talia recurrat hic pater meus, videtur quod a principio 
debuisset expressisse qualiter sumebat Ecclesiam, cum per eum multis modis 
sumi possit. Item, debuisset expressisse de quo errore intelligit, cum dicit quod 
Ecclesia non potest errare, quia videtur quod ei sit satis probatum quod aliquibus 
erroribus certis posset Ecclesia errare. Unde distinctiones et huiusmodi refugia 
tarde ponuntur in fine et maxime cum argumenta videantur probare universaliter 
etc.” 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium IV, Troyes 62, f. 207va: “Et dicit quod Ecclesia 
militans est Ecclesia triumphans. Constat quod papa, qui praeest Ecclesiae 
militanti, quae navicula est Petri, quae continue fluctibus agitatur, non praesidet 
beatae Virgini iam salvatae et toti curiae paradisi etc. Triumphans enim Ecclesia 
est congregatio beatorum, tamen iam in re, qui non militant nec laborant aut 
anxiantur acquirendo... Sed Ecclesia militans, per istum patrem, est congregatio 
fidelium qui, etsi beati sint in spe, non tamen adhuc in re, qui in huius mundi 
mari magno et ventibus continuis agitantur.” 
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Nicholas the Benedictine prior of Le Pecq did not disagree about the 
errors and sins of the pope, cardinals, and patriarchs, nor perhaps even 
about the visible Church as a whole. 

The infallibility of the Church was not Nicholas’ only thesis. As men- 
tioned above, both Hugolino of Orvieto and Pierre Ceffons alluded to his 
ideas on qualities and species, but if the Benedictine bachelor's opinions 
on these matters provoked any serious reaction, it does not appear that 
it came from the Augustinian or the Cistercian. Ceffons also mentions 
and criticizes briefly Nicholas’ statements about relations and theological 
habits (“There are two theological habits, as the doctors of this univer- 
sity maintain").!?! Ceffons spends considerable time opposing Nicholas' 
view of concepts, however, for at some point in the prior’s first princi- 
pium, defending the freedom of the will against Ceffons’ necessitarian 
thesis, the Benedictine defined a concept as a “similitude and image of 
its object"; insisted that a single similitude and hence a single concept 
could not apply to distinct things, because “concepts of diverse rationes" 
entail that things of diverse rationes are conceived; and asserted that 
“these concepts do not necessitate us with respect to any object,” since 
the will remains free to will to choose its act or not, even with respect 
to an infinite object, presumably God.!2? 

Ceffons replies to this argument immediately after his first exchange 
with Nicholas on ecclesiastical infallibility, again putting off defending 
his own thesis but rather, in the persona of a theologian, focusing on 
concepts. For Ceffons, it appears that Nicholas supposes two things: 
first, we have a distinct concept propter to each thing and to no other, 
by which we can distinguish that thing from all others; second, if we have 
different concepts there must be different things. Ceffons disagrees on 
both accounts, declaring that we can be deceived and have the same con- 
cept of different things and we can conceive the same thing in different 


11 PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium I, Troyes 62, f. 5ra: “Hic dico oppositum. Sunt 


enim duo habitus theologici, ut dicunt doctores huius universitatis..." 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium I, Troyes 62, f. 5ra: “Quod ex dictis eiusdem 
socii argui potest, quia dicit quod conceptus est propria similitudo sui obiecti et 
imago, dicitque quod eadem similitudo non est propria distinctorum, et infert 
quod si fueri<n>t conceptus diversarum rationum oportet quod concipiantur 
res diversarum rationum. Et isti conceptus non necessitant nos respectu alicuius 
obiecti, quia, ut dicit, voluntas respectu cuiuslibet sui obiecti potest actum suum 
velle elicere vel non elicere. Probat, quia hoc potest respectu obiecti infiniti, 
igitur respectu cuiuslibet alterius. Antecedens patet, quia alias non mereremur.” 


122 


The Genre Matures 


ways.!?? This little debate takes up about 200 lines of text in Ceffons’ 
principia, but let us follow the debate from the perspective of Nicholas, 
whose response in his second principium Ceffons quotes verbatim in his 
own third principium. 

In his second principium the prior of Le Pecq proposed that the soul is 
the substantial form of the body. In the process of proving that “the soul 
is effective of its act with respect to the acts of the intellect itself,” how- 
ever, Nicholas stated, as before, that concepts of a different ratio entail 
things of a different ratio.'24 In his own words, the Benedictine offers 
four arguments, but Nicholas says that the bachelor of Saint-Bernard 
objected on various counts, present in Ceffons’ first principium. First, 
“If I see an egg intuitively, if it is annihilated and another put in its 
place, I will not be able to tell if it's the same one.” Second, one man 
can be conceived as a man and as a father. Third, concerning the same 
thing we can have complex and incomplex cognition, faith, knowledge, 
and opinion, which are all of a different ratio. And so on.!? 

While not admitting that one can have an intuitive and intellective 
concept of a sensible singular, Nicholas responds to the first objection 
that this vision of the second egg is not the same as that of the first, 
and Ceffons' inability to distinguish the two does not stem from the 
visual or intellectual power, but from some other power that puts things 
together in a way that does not match reality. Second, the concepts of 


1233 PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium I, Troyes 62, f. 5ra: “Ad hoc faciliter diceret 


adversarius quod non est verum quod sic possit elicere vel non elicere vel per 
hoc perditur ratio meriti vel demeriti, ut patebit. Sed sumendo personam the- 
ologi, videtur mihi quod contra eum potest argui. Videtur enim primo supponere 
quod respectu alicuius rei habeamus proprium conceptum et distinctum, qui est 
similitudo illius et nullius alterius. Et sic per illud sciemus distinguere rem a 
quacumque alia. Contra hoc potest instari, quia nullum conceptum alicuius rei 
habemus, ut videtur, per quem sciamus rem distinguere ab omni alia... Dicit 
quod ad hoc quod conceptus fuerint diversarum rationum requiritur quod con- 
cipiantur res diversarum rationum. Hoc non videtur verum, quia una et eadem 
res potest concipi diversimode...” 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium III, Troyes 62, f. 185vb, in Nicholas’ words: “Ter- 
tio contra ipsum probo quod anima sit sui actus effectiva quantum ad actum 
ipsius intellectus. Et probo primo sicut alias posui quod si sint conceptus al- 
terius rationis, oportet quod concipiantur res rationis alterius.” 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium III, Troyes 62, f. 185vb: “Sed contra hoc instat 
subtiliter dominus meus bachalarius de sancto Bernardo, quia dicit ipse: esto 
quod videam unum ovum intuitive, si adnihiletur et simile in loco eius ponatur, 
nesciam distinguere quin sit illud idem... Instat secundo quod idem homo potest 
concipi ut homo et ut pater... Instat tertio quod de eadem re habetur notitia 
complexa et incomplexa, fides, scientia, et opinio, quae sunt alterius rationis..." 
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man and father, or of Frenchman and logician, are different because they 
correspond to different things, although with ‘man’ and ‘father’ the one 
is via denomination through inherence and the other through extrinsic 
denomination. Third, Nicholas repeats what he said elsewhere, that he 
is not talking of confused concepts, of which one can have several for the 
same thing, but of proper and adequate concepts.!?6 

In response, Ceffons expands on his egg example in his third princi- 
pium. If he were looking at an egg and, with the vision and the concept 
remaining, God destroyed it and immediately replaced it with a simi- 
lar one, he would not perceive the new egg any differently than the old 
one. Indeed, if it looked the same, it could even be an egg of a differ- 
ent animal, or a fake egg, and the argument would still hold. Under 
these circumstances, Ceffons claims that Nicholas’ insistence that the 
concepts are different leads to absurdities: for example, we would have 
two distinct concepts of two things that we could not distinguish in any 
way. The Benedictine overestimates human powers of perception, the 
Cistercian thinks.!?" And what other power would make the mistake of 


126 PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium III, Troyes 62, f. 185vb: “.. visio illius secundi 


ovi est sic eius visio quod non primi et etiam e converso. Et quando dicit quod 
nesciret distinguere quin sit illud idem, dico quod hoc non provenit ex parte vi- 
sivae potentiae vel intellectivae, sed ex parte alterius potentiae copulantis aliter 
quam sit in re. Praeterea, ipse videretur supponere quod de singulari sensibili 
possumus habere conceptum intuitivum et intellectivum, quod sibi non conced- 
eram de praesenti... Si sic, pater, quamvis prima denominatio sit per inhaeren- 
tiam, alia solum per extrinsecam denominationem... Dico, sicut alias dixi, quod 
idem conceptus non est proprius distinctorum, quia quaecumque uni et eidem 
sunt eadem inter se sunt eadem. Non tamen notavi quin idem conceptus con- 
fusus possit esse plurium et quod eadem res possit concipi diversis conceptibus 
confusis, non propriis neque adaequatis, de quibus procedunt suae instantiae." 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium III, Troyes 62, f. 186ra: “Ponatur quod nunc 
videbam b ovum et, manente eadem visione et conceptu, adnihiletur illud ovum 
a Deo et ponatur simile in eodem loco. Tunc constat quod non percipiatur aliud 
esse ovum quam fuit b. Et per eum visio illa manens erit visio illius ovi noviter ibi 
positi... Et sic deduco quod non habemus propriissimum conceptum per quem 
sciamus distinguere rem conceptam aut visam a qualibet re ei similissima, immo 
deducetur quod, esto quod illa ova essent diversarum rationum, ut puta quod 
unum esset rectum ovum gallinae et aliud esse ovum alterius avis aut essent de 
pasca vel de plastro vel lignum pictum similis omnino coloris figuraeque, tunc fiat 
argumentum etc. ... Ex quo videbitur concludi quod non ita propriam visionem 
nec ita distinctam rerum habeamus, sicut videtur innuere hic pater meus. Item, 
quod in casu nesciemus distinguere unam rem ab alia habentes etiam ita proprios 
conceptus sicut naturaliter habere possumus. Item, advertat pater meus quod 
non continuo profundamus nos per visionem nostram ad intrinsecas perfectiones 
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conflating the two eggs if not the soul itself, which is the intellect and 
will? 


And if [the soul] were whatever he wants, nevertheless, when it 
puts together that this [egg] is the one before, and yet they are of 
such distinct rationes, for example if one were a true egg and the 
other were a painted or an otherwise fake one, it seems that it is 
not necessary to have specifically distinct visions nor specifically 
distinct concepts for them. And I ask him how he judges that this 
is the same as before except on the basis of the vision and the 
concept or by the ratio of one of them or of others. For since intel- 
lective cognition and this intellective judgment have their origins 
in sense, and the power putting together judges according to what 
it conceives and according to what the visual power administrates, 
whence arises this deception in the power that puts together?!?5 


Ceffons then dispenses with Nicholas’ other responses in predictable 
fashion. Despite the fact that, at least in the case of ecclesiastical infalli- 
bility, Ceffons took the precaution of stating that he was not necessarily 
denying it, still, if Ceffons’ portayal of his socius’ arguments is at all 
accurate, it should come as no surprise that nothing seems to survive 
from the Benedictine's pen. Perhaps the same could be said for the 
less-than-brilliant socius who incepted third, Grimier Boniface. 


3 Grimier Boniface of Rouen, Secular, on the Strength of 
Grace 


The evidence for the positioning of the next three socii is slim, but it 
appears at least that these slots were usually assigned to secular theolo- 
gians. In his first principium Ceffons has his sole mentions of two secular 


et quantitates rerum, sed res exterius per sensus percipimus non profundantes 
nos etc.” 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium III, Troyes 62, f. 186ra: “Ubi salva gratia videtur 
quod potentia copulans non sit nisi ipsa anima, quae etiam est intellectus et 
voluntas. Et esto quod sit quicquid ipse voluerit, tamen quando copulat hoc esse 
illud quod prius, et tamen illa sunt in tantum distinctarum rationum, ut puta, si 
unum fuerit ovum verum et aliud fuerit ovum pictum vel aliter fictum, videtur 
quod non sit necesse quod circa illa habuerint distinctas specificitate visiones 
nec specificitate distinctos conceptus. Et ultra, quaero ab ipso quare iudicat 
hoc esse illud quod prius nisi ratione visionis et conceptus aut ratione alterius 
illorum vel aliorum. Cum enim notitia intellectiva et iudicium tale intellectivum 
exordium habeat a sensu et virtus copulans iudicet secundum quod concipit et 
secundum quod virtus visiva administrat, unde habet ortum haec deceptio in 
virtute copulante etc.?" 
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socii, one after the other: Magister Grimerius and Magister Laurentius. 
Master Grimerius we know to have been Grimier Boniface of Rouen, a 
famous secular master who had a very long career at the University of 
Paris. He was arts master by 1337, lectured on many subjects, served as 
rector, studied theology for a while before a supplication dated 19 May 
1345, and after becoming master of theology he served as chancellor 
from 1360 until his death in 1370.79 Since we have just the one citation 
from Ceffons, we will have to work in reverse: 


Again, I argue from the sayings of Master Grimier, who says that 
however little grace a man is informed with, he can choose a righ- 
teous act of loving God. And he supposes that, whatever little 
grace exists in the will of a human, it is stronger with respect to 
moving toward the righteous love of God than any passion or vi- 
cious habit is with respect to pulling away, because when it comes 
it expels all moral consent, otherwise the moral would remain along 
with the grace and the unwilling will would sin.1°° 


The text may be corrupt, as is often the case, but the gist is clear. When 
Ceffons reacts to Grimier's statement, in a passage that also requires 
some repair, he maintains (as always, playing the adversary, this time in 
the guise of a theologian) that experience teaches us otherwise, or else, 
for example, newly baptized Jewish converts would not be to tempted to 
backslide.!*! In the midst of his lengthy refutation of poor Grimier's one 
paragraph, Ceffons asks, *So how it is true that any proportional part 
of grace, of which there are an infinite number in any grace, whatever 
the third socius may say, is stronger than and inclines more vehemently 


129 For everything besides his year as Sententiarius, see now J. VERGER, “Grim- 


ier Boniface (v. 1315-1370), maitre en théologie et chancelier de l'université 
de Paris,” in Portaits de maítres offerts à Olga Weijers, ed. C. ANGOTTI, 
M. BRINZEI, and M. TEEUKEN (F.I.D.E.M., 65), Porto 2012, pp. 179-186. 
PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium I, Troyes 62, f. 5va: “Item, arguo ex dictis magistri 
Grimerii, qui dicit quod homo quantulacumque gratia informatus potest actum 
rectum dilectionis Dei elicere. Et supponit quod quantulacumque gratia existens 
in voluntate hominis est fortior ad movendum ad rectam Dei dilectionem quam 
quaecumque passio vel habitus vitiosus ad retrahendum eam, quia ea adveniente 
expellit omnem moralem consensum, alias [vel T] morale cum gratia permaneret 
et invita voluntas peccaret." 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium I, Troyes 62, f. 5va: “Tertio, quia noviter con- 
versus ad fidem qui est in gratia quam recepit in baptismo vehementer sentit se 
inclinari ad mala priora et modicum valor ad bona, in tantum quod quasi cum 
magna paena et violentia potest abstinere ab illis malis et de facilimo tales ad 
vomitum revertuntur. Ergo non ita fortiter movet quantulacumque gratia sicut 
passio etc. Unde et tales Iudaei baptizati facilime reincidunt.” 
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than all those passions?”!?? This attitude toward the strength of grace 
also seems to fit Hugolino’s one citation of the third socius: 


The Doctor Inventivus of this school, James [of Viterbo], Quodlibet 
I, question 8, proves this, because to be beatified formally is to 
enjoy and to see, and it is attaining and possessing the object 
through operating thus. From this it follows, against the bachelor 
who incepted in third place, that the soul with respect to a reward 
granted solely by God is not disposed purely passively. 133 


Thus we seem to be justified in placing the secular bachelor Grimier 
Boniface of Rouen as the socius who incepted third in 1348. 


4 Jean Charel d'Aubepierre, Collége de Navarre 
(Secular), on the Problem of Evil and on the Choice 
Between Suffering and Non-Existence 


Ceffons cites his “special friend" and “compatriot” Magister lohannes 
de Alba Petra on several occasions, remarking at one point that he was 
bachelor in Navarra. Damasus Trapp noted that Alba Petra was 
Aubepierre, but promptly forgot, wondering why Ceffons called him a 
compatriot when the village of Ceffonds was nowhere near Aupec (see 
above on Nicholas) and Hautepierre.?? Aubepierre-sur-Aube in the dio- 
cese of Langres, however, now in Haute-Marne, is only a bit more than 
50 kilometers from Ceffonds, also in the same département. Jean Charel 
d'Aubepierre was a student of arts in the Collége de Navarre before 1342 
and afterwards in theology, although he claimed to have studied canon 


132 PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium I, Troyes 62, f. 5va: “Et quomodo ergo verum 


est quod quaelibet pars proportionalis gratiae, quae infinitae sunt in qualibet 
gratia, quicquid dicat tertius socius, fortior est vehementiusque inclinat quam 
omnes huiusmodi passiones?" 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium I, a. 2, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 1, 
p. 21.89-93: "Probat hoc doctor inventivus huius scolae Jacobus primo Quodli- 
beto quaestione 8, quia beatificari formaliter est frui et videre et est per sic 
operari attingere et possidere obiectum. Ex quo sequitur contra bachalarium 
qui tertio loco incepit quod anima respectu praemii a solo Deo collati non se 
habet pure passive.” 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium ll, Troyes 62, f. 84ra: "Ideo contra me arguit 
quidam venerabilis magister [mg: Magister Iohannes de Alba Petra].." Princi- 
pium III, f. 187va: “Contra dicta mea arguit magister Iohannes de Alba Petra, 
bachalarius in Navarra...” and f. 188ra: “Ad dicta magistri Iohannis de Alba Pe- 
tra...” Principium IV, f. 207va: “ Circa dicta compatriotae mei et amici specialis 
magistri Iohannis de Alba Petra..." 

TRAPP, “Peter Ceffons of Clairvaux,” p. 108. 
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and civil law as well. Jean d'Aubepierre had trouble paying for the 
expenses of becoming master, however, and he was still bachelor of the- 
ology in 1353, when he took up duties as chaplain of the college. He 
complained of his financial problems again in early 1355, but by early 
1357 he had incepted, ceasing his role as chaplain in 1359.136 

Ceffons has a sustained debate in his first principium with the fourth 
socius, but at the same time he mentions his third socius (identified 
above as Grimier): ^Again, from the statements of the master who in- 
cepted in fourth place as of the one who incepted in third place one 
can argue against the thesis"!?" It is during the discussion that fol- 
lows, in the context of the ontological status of evil and sin, that we 
have the marginal reference “Against the first socius also” mentioned 
above. Before that, however, Ceffons speaks as if he is dealing with only 
one socius: “But if the venerable socius does not wish to say that evil 
consists in anything positive.."!?5 Later, after the marginal reference, 
Ceffons appears to confirm that he had only one socius in mind, the 
fourth: “To the arguments of the fourth socius, when he says.."?? It 
is clear, then, that Ceffons is focusing on the fourth socius. Indeed, 
the only thing concerning the first socius mentioned in the text itself 
is the offhand remark that “when the first socius says that Augustine 
retracted this auctoritas, that peccatum a Deo est voluntarium, it is said 
that Augustine sometimes took ‘voluntary’...”4° The explanation of the 
auctoritas continues for a few lines until Ceffons switches to refute the 
arguments of the fourth socius. Thus the marginal reference to the first 
socius is indeed slightly misplaced and should be understood to apply 


13$ N., Gorocuov, Le Collège de Navarre, de sa fondation (1305) au début du XV* 
siécle (1418): histoire de l'institution, de sa vie intellectuelle et de son recrute- 
ment (Études d'histoire médiévale, 1), Paris 1997, p. 583; Rotuli Parisienses II, 
pp. 504, 505, 520, and 528-529. 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium I, Troyes 62, f. 5ra: “Item, ex dictis magistri qui 
quarto loco incepit et illius qui tertio loco incepit potest argui contra conclu- 
sionem, quia si ipsa esset vera, nullum esset malum.” 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium I, Troyes 62, f. 5rb: “Si autem venerabilis socius 
non velit dicere quod malum consistit in aliquo positivo..." 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium I, Troyes 62, f. 5rb: * Ad rationes quarti socii, 
cum dicit...” 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium I, Troyes 62, f. 5rb: “[mg: Contra primum etiam 
socium] Dico ulterius quod nullum est peccatum pure omissionis, quia nullus pec- 
cat quin vere vel interpretative velit aliquo modo se habere qualiter se habere 
est peccare. Et cum dicit primus socius quod Augustinus retractavit hanc auc- 
toritatem, quod peccatum a Deo est voluntarium, dicitur quod Augustinus capit 
quandoque voluntarium pro..." 
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only to the Augustinian quotation in a paragraph tacked on to the end 
of one section of Ceffons’ first dialogue with the fourth socius. 

That this fourth socius is Jean d’Aubepierre, the bachelor of Navarre, 
is evident from the continuation of the debate in Ceffons’ second, third, 
and fourth principia. The fourth socius argued that sin or evil is pura 
privatio, a carentia, and not aliquid positivum. Here are examples of 
what Ceffons reports of Jean d’Aubepierre, quoting him directly in Prin- 
cipium III: 


Pierre Ceffons, Prin- 
cipium II, Troyes 62, 
f. 84ra 


Ex hoc ipse infert quod 
peccatum non consistit 
in aliquo positivo per 
se... 

Et confirmat, nam si 
peccatum non consis- 
teret in aliqua pura 
privatione per se, sed 
in aliquo positivo, se- 
quitur quod... 

Secunda conclusio sua 
fuit ista, quod non 
solum malum culpae, 
sed etiam paenae, per 


Pierre Ceffons, Prin- 
cipium III, Troyes 62, 
f. 187va 


Quare malum culpae 
etiam et paenae con- 
sistit in pura priva- 
tione per se et non 
in aliquo positivo per 
Se, cuius oppositum 
videtur probasse pater 
et dominus de sancto 
Bernardo. Non quia 
ponat, sed quia pro- 
bat oppositum meae 
conclusionis quam alias 
probavi in meo princi- 
pio... 


Pierre Ceffons, Prin- 
cipium IV, Troyes 62, 
ff. 207vb-208ra 


inquit, “actus qui 
est peccatum quo ad 
deformitatem est cum 
carentia essentiae, sci- 
licet debitae rectitudi- 
nis.” 
Ultimate dicit quod 
non oportet ibi addere 
carentiam super caren- 
tiam aut privationem 
super privationem. 


se consistit in pura pri- 
vatione. 


This debate leads in interesting directions, and we shall return to it 
later. Hugolino also apparently argues at one point “against the fourth 
bachelor," but some of the manuscripts lack the reference, no positive 
position is attributed to him here, and Willigis Eckermann, the editor, 
was understandably confused about the referent.!4! 


141 HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium I, a. 1, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 1, 


p. 18.229-232: “Secundo contra quartum bachalarium: Quantumlibet intensam 
gratiam accidentalem perdentem contingit remisse iniustum fieri et quantumli- 
bet remissam gratiam accidentalem perdentem contingit intense iniustum fieri 
mortaliter? The apparatus criticus records that four early manuscripts lack con- 
tra quartum bachalarium. Eckermann has a note, no. 44, leading the reader back 
to p. 11.20, but this refers to the bachelor of the Sorbonne, number six, whom 
Eckermann correctly identifies as the sixth bachelor elsewhere: Principium IL 
a. 3, vol. III, p. 20, n. 69. 
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Whereas Ceffons’ interaction with Prior Nicholas of Le Pecq is mu- 
tual, the Cistercian deals with the socius from the Collége de Navarre 
primarily in order to attack the secular bachelor's theses, and indeed 
Ceffons notes in his fourth principium that Jean rightly remarked “that 
I was arguing against him without positing a thesis"!^? This Ceffons 
does in each of the four principia, for over 50 pages of printed text, 
of which there is only room here to present a skeleton of the debate. 
The dialogue begins with Ceffons' reporting Jean d'Aubepierre's claim 
that, if Ceffons' thesis were true, that everything happens of necessity, 
“nothing would be evil,” since evil comes from the human will. Yet Jean 
went on to state that a will is evil ^because of nothing," because it is on 
account of injustice, which is itself nothing.!4^? As often, the text of Cef- 
fons’ response is garbled, but the gist is clear and can be reconstituted 
as follows: 


To this an adversary would speak easily by denying the consequent 
[that there is no evil], as will be clear below. But here, assuming 
the persona of a theologian, I say that it is not probable that all 
injustice or sin is pure privation or consists in pure privation. Thus 
I maintain, against many doctors of [this] university and of others 
similarly, that it is not true that the root of all evil consists in pure 
privation, but many evils consist in some positive things. 144 


Thus began a debate over the ontological status of evil and sin that 
resurfaced in every principium throughout the academic year. Ceffons 
argued that physical pain is a positive evil and that sins of commission 
are positive as well. But in order to give his socii fodder for argument, 
Ceffons interjects, he asserted that no lack qua lack is evil, so the root 


14 PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium IV, Troyes 62, f. 207va: “Est sciendum quod 


contra eum argueram non ponendo conclusionem etc., sicut ipse fideliter dixit." 
PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium I, Troyes 62, f. 5ra: “Item, ex dictis magistri qui 
quarto loco incepit (et illius qui tertio loco incepit) potest argui contra conclu- 
sionem, quia si ipsa esset vera, nullum esset malum. Consequens est falsum, ut 
ille probat. Dicit enim quod voluntas est mala. Et si quaeratur propter quid est 
mala, dicendum est quod propter nihil est mala, quia est mala propter iniusti- 
tiam, «et» iniustitia nihil est." 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium I, Troyes 62, f. 5ra: “Ad illud diceret faciliter 
adversarius negando consequentiam, sicut infra patebit. Sed hic, sumendo per- 
sonam theologi, dico non [quod T] probabile esse quod omnis <in>iustitia aut 
peccatum est pura privatio seu consistit in pura privatione. Unde dico contra 
plures doctores «huius» universitatis et alterarum similiter quod non est verum 
quod radix omnis mali consistit in pura privatione, sed multa mala consistunt in 
aliquibus positi<vi>s.” 
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of evil is not nothing or negation. Apparently a master of theology had 
concluded that, “if no evils exist, evils exist,” which conclusion, Ceffons 
relates, was rightly refuted that year in the Sorbonne, one assumes in 
the spring of 1348.145 

Ceffons pauses to attack Thomas Buckingham “and many others” who 
hold that the badness of any privation equals the goodness of what is 
deprived. There are many things, our Cistercian writes, that would 
be good for Socrates if he had them. Imagine a case where someone 
donated these things to Socrates without his knowledge and then took 
them away again, with him still ignorant. Buckingham and his ilk would 
have to assert that the level of evil done to Socrates in not giving him 
what was his equals what would have been the goodness had Socrates 
received the goods, and yet Socrates perceived nothing and carried on 
as before.!46 

In his second principium, Jean d'Aubepierre took issue with Ceffons' 
“three propositions": that not all sin (“evil of fault") is pure privation, 
that not all evil of pain is pure privation, and that the evil of privation 
does not equal the good of which one is deprived. Instead, the bachelor 
of the Collége de Navarre proposed that God can produce immediately 
anything that is possible, so if sin were something positive, God would 
be implicated in its production. From this he derived three propositions 
opposite to those of Ceffons: (1) sin does not consist in anything positive 
per se, otherwise sin would come from God, citing Anselm in support; 
(2) the same is true of the evil of pain, which is pure privation or, ac- 
cording to Augustine, the privation of good; (3) the evil of any privation 


145 PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium I, Troyes 62, f. 5rb: “Et hic, ut detur aliis ar- 


guendi materia, dico primo quod nulla carentia quatenus praecise carentia est 
mala seu malum. Patet, cum cuiuslibet creati carentia fuerit ab aeterno, se- 
queretur quod multa mala fuissent ab aeterno, et sic non in pura nihileitate aut 
negatione consistit radix mali. Et per hoc videtur mihi quod hoc anno bene 
deductum fuit in Sarbona quod non erat vera conclusio illius doctoris qui po- 
suit quod, si nulla mala sunt, mala sunt. Fundabat enim se super unum dictum 
sanctorum qui communiter dicunt quod bonum est mala esse.” 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium I, Troyes 62, f. 5rb: “Dico tertio contra Bokin- 
quam et multos alios quod non quaelibet privatio est tam mala quam bonum est 
illud quod privat. Patet illud, quia constat quod multa bona sunt quae multum 
esset bona Sorti, si [et T] illa haberet. Et si aliquis Sorte ignorante faceret aut 
per donationem aut aliter quod illa essent debita Sorti, et facere[n|t Sortem il- 
lis bonis carere, ignorante semper Sorte, oporteret quod in non dando illi bona 
illa faceret Sorti tantum de malo quam illa bona essent Sorti bona si [et T] ei 
inessent, immo Sortes nullum ex hic perciperet umquam malum, sed staret quod 
semper esset in bonis ediis.” 
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equals the good of the thing of which one is deprived.!*” Each of these 
propositions Jean defended with arguments. 

From these three tenets Jean d'Aubepierre inferred four corollaries, 
the first of which recalls that of the Benedictine John de Blesis in 
1344-1345: nothing miserable, other than sin, is to be avoided more 
than non-existence; that is, any misery is preferable to non-existence, 
except if it is connected to sin, for example denying Christ, which is 
worse than death, according to the fourth corollary.!4* 

Regarding Jean d'Aubepierre's starting point, that if sin were positive 
God would cause sin, Ceffons now notes that many have written that 
God wills sin and that sin comes from God, “such as Thomas Bradwar- 
dine and several others of the other university. But because this is not 
accepted in this university, I say that God does not make sin”? Nev- 
ertheless, given that Jean holds that everything that is not God comes 
from God, then since, according to Ceffons, sin does have positive ex- 
istence, then Jean must admit that God brings about sin. Apparently, 
Jean had admitted that sin has more essence than a chimera, so Cef- 
fons infers that Jean, too, attributes some positive existence to sin. In 


M" PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium II, Troyes 62, f. 84ra: “Et quia posueram tres 


propositiones, quarum prima est quod malum culpae non consistit in pura pri- 
vatione; secunda quod malum paenae non consistit in pura privatione; et ex 
his inferebam tertiam, quod non tam mala est privatio quam bonum est bonum 
quod privat, ideo contra me arguit quidam venerabilis magister [mg: Magister 
Iohannes de Alba Petra], ponendo istam conclusionem, scilicet quod omnis res 
producibilis quae non est Deus potest produci a Deo immediate... Ex hoc ipse 
infert quod peccatum non consistit in aliquo positivo per se, cuius oppositum 
posui, ut dicit... Istud argumentum, ut dicit, facit venerabilis Anselmus... Se- 
cunda conclusio sua fuit ista, quod non solum malum culpae, sed etiam paenae, 
per se consistit in pura privatione. Hanc probat auctoritate beati Augustini, 
Enchiridion, capitulo 13, ubi quaerit Augustinus quid est malum et respondit 
quod est privatio boni... Tertia conclusio sua fuit ista, quod quaelibet privatio 
est tam mala quam bona res perfecta quam privat.” 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium II, Troyes 62, f. 84ra-b: “Ex istis conclusionibus 
infert tria corollaria. Primum est quod nullum miserum esse miseria quae non 
est culpa est tam fugiendum quam fugiendum est non esse... [84rb]... Ex quo 
infertur quartum corollarium, quod fugibilius est negare Christum quam fugibilis 
fit mors corporalis <et> quam privatio totalis vitae.” 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium II, Troyes 62, f. 84rb: “Ad argumentum istius 
reverendi magistri respondeo. Cum dicit primo quod tunc peccatum esset a 
Deo si aliquod peccatum esset quid positivum, et sic Deus faceret peccatum, 
quod est falsum, dico hic quod multi reputati subtiles concederent quod Deus 
vult peccatum et peccatum est a Deo, et hoc scripserunt plurimi, ut Thomas 
Brando“ et alii plures alterius universitatis. Sed quia hoc non admittitur in 
hac universitate, dico quod non facit Deus peccatum.” 
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any case, before creation no evil existed, and now it does, however one 
defines it: 


For if God never did anything, but remained in peace, so to speak, 
a would never exist... Thus if you remain in peace and do nothing, 
a will never exist, but if you do such-and-such, a will exist. So if 
after this consideration He does such-and-such, does it not follow 
that He is the cause, especially since He knows full well and is well 
aware that, if He does such-and-such, it will follow that a exists? If 
Socrates knew full well that, if he pushed Plato, from this pushing 
the death of the king would follow, and he knowingly pushed Plato, 
considering what follows from this, will he not be called the cause? 
Indeed, if Socrates induced someone to go on some path, on which 
path the person would die who otherwise would not have taken 
that path if Socrates had not induced him, Socrates will still be 
called the cause, especially if it were established that Socrates had 
known that it would follow from that.'°° 


Ceffons also takes issue again with Jean d'Aubepierre's assertion that, 
except for sin, nothing is worse than non-existence.!?! For Ceffons, 
Jean's position entails that it would be better to be in the hottest fur- 
nace for a time than not to exist for a fraction of a second, which is 
insane. Ceffons himself would prefer not existing for a day to being 
tortured forever, but Ceffons says he will continue the discussion in his 


third principium and in some “lectures, 


715 meaning his discussions of 


190 PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium II, Troyes 62, f. 84va: “Nam si Deus nihil unquam 


ageret, sed teneret se in pace, ut sic loquar, numquam a esset... Sic si tu teneas 
te in pace et nihil agas, numquam a erit, si autem tu facias talia et talia, a erit. 
Numquid, si hac consideratione habita ipse faciat talia vel talia, sequitur ipsum 
esse causam, et maxime quia bene scit et bene advertit quod si faciat talia vel 
talia, sequetur a esse? Numquid si Sortes bene sciret quod, si impelleret Pla- 
tonem, ex illo impulsu sequeretur mors regis, et ipse scienter impelleret Platonem 
considerans quod ex hoc sequitur, numquid ipse dicetur causa? Immo, si Sortes 
induceret aliquem ad eundum per aliquam viam, in qua via ille moreretur, qui 
alias non ivisset per illam viam nisi Sortes induxisset eum, adhuc Sortes dicetur 
esse causa, et maxime si constaret quod Sortes scivisset quod ex hoc sequeretur.” 
This was discussed in SCHABEL and BRINZEI, “Better Off Dead,” pp. 170-180. 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium II, Troyes 62, f. 84vb: “Quantum ad corollaria 
quae infert, primum est quod nullum miserum esse miseria quae non est culpa 
est tam fugibile quantum est fugibile non esse. Videtur mihi quod ex isto se- 
quitur quod fugibilius est non esse per horulam seu imperceptibile quam esse per 
quodcumque tempus in ardendissima fornace, quod nullus sane mentis diceret. 
Mallem enim non esse per unam diem quam perpetuo cruciari seu minus fugere 
non esse per horulam quam etc. Deductus contra hoc inconveniens faciliter se 
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suicide and the death penalty in dubia in questions 5, 7, and 9 of his III 
Sentences. 15’ 

The fascinating discussion indeed continued in the third principium, 
where Ceffons quotes Jean d'Aubepierre for about 300 lines and then 
responds in over 400 lines. Much of this exchange continues the dispute 
over whether the lack of something good is as bad as the good one 
enjoys in having that thing. Jean also reiterates that evil is nothing but 
the privation of the good, of which God is the ultimate source. Jean 
maintains that, even if Ceffons claims otherwise, arguing that evil has 
positive existence will align him with the theologians that allegedly link 
God to sin. Even if Ceffons were correct, Jean could distinguish between 
causation secundum quid and simpliciter and between absolute and per 
accidens causes, concluding that Ceffons’ arguments only prove that 
God is a cause of sin per accidens. Jean also rejects Ceffons’ argument 
about prefering non-existence for a brief time rather than long suffering, 
because Jean's focus is on an infinite time of non-existence. Jean adds 
that it would be better to be a man in pain than to be an ass, and to 
be a man in greater pain than a mouse or a snake, and so on for an ant, 
a stone, etc. 

When Ceffons responds in his third principium, he reminds Jean 
d'Aubepierre that he is not making a determination or even speaking 
the truth, so it is not his own theological opinion that he is expressing. 
Nevertheless, Bradwardine and some others, for Ceffons, do implicate 
God as an absolute and positive cause of evil simpliciter. Ceffons cites 
Bradwardine at great length to make his point, and even Buckingham 
seems to agree. 

Ceffons rejects Jean d'Aubepierre's response to the non-existence ar- 
gument by reasoning that, according to Jean's new way of speaking, it is 
better to bare any pain for an infinite amount of time than not to exist 
for an hour or a day, *because it is better to be a man for a day with 
some pain than an ass for two days, and better to be a man for a day 


offert. Et declarabo in tertio principio, si velit. Dico ulterius quod ex argumento 
suomet hoc deduceretur. Unde per argumentum suum probaretur quod magis 
fugibile est non esse per diem quam esse in quacumque paena, et per quodcumque 
tempus voluerit. Deductionem sibi relinquo, aut alias explicabo, si velit. Hoc 
etiam in quibusdam lectionibus intendo declarare.” 

153 Petrus de Ceffons, In III Sententiarum, q. 5, Troyes 62, ff. 195ra-197rb: “Utrum 
iudex sciens aliquem esse innocentem propter aliquas probationes aliorum debeat 
illum occidere seu ad mortem condemnare"; q. 7, ff. 198vb-200va: “Utrum liceat 
iudici homines occidere seu ad mortem condemnare"; q. 9, ff. 202rb-205va: 
^Utrum quodlibet peccatum sit malitiae infinitae." 
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than a mouse for three days, and better to be a man for a day than a 
stone for five days, and so on to infinity, according to this father’s under- 
standing.”!°4 The debate is long, but Ceffons’ opinion is clear: “I say to 
the argument that the pain can be so great that it would be preferable 
to be an ass or nothing at all than to be a man with that pain, so to 
speak. For it would be more abhorrent (fugibilius) to be a man with 
that pain than it is abhorrent not to exist.”!°° 

In his fourth principium Ceffons returns to the “sayings of his compa- 
triot and special friend Master Jean d’Aubepierre.” Here Ceffons no 
longer quotes his socius verbatim, but paraphrases the dialogue be- 
tween the two. “In order to strengthen his remarks,” Jean had now 
posited, presumably in his own fourth principium, that God has a posi- 
tive nilling with respect to the difformity of sin (although the manuscript 
erroneously has ‘velle’ rather than ‘nolle’, and another scribe later wrote 
‘non velle’ in the margin). “For the sake of the debate (collatio) with my 
master, who certainly is an ingenious man,” Ceffons argues against this, 
“because, since God’s will is efficacious and insuperable, if He has nilling 
(‘nolle’) with respect to a thing, that will never come about, otherwise 
He would not be omnipotent.”!°° Besides, ‘nolle a esse’ is equivalent to 
‘velle a non esse’, so positive nilling is still positive willing, contrary to 
Jean’s assertion that having a positive act of nilling is equivalent to not 
having a positive act of willing. Thus the focus in the fourth principium 


PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium III, Troyes 62, f. 188vb: “Ex isto, si convincat, 
arguo quod melius est habere quantamcumque paenam per quoddam tempus 
infinitum quam non esse per instans vel per horulam seu per diem, quia melius 
est esse hominem per diem cum aliqua paena quam esse asinum per duos dies etc., 
et melius est esse hominem per diem quam esse murem per 3 dies, et melius est 
esse hominem per diem quam esse lapidem per 5, et sic procedendo in infinitum 
etc. ad intellectum huius patris.” 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium III, Troyes 62, f. 188vb: “Dico ergo ad argumen- 
tum quod tanta esse posset paena quod eligibilius esset esse asinum aut nihil 
omnino quam hominem esse cum illa paena, ut sic loquar. Fugibilius enim esset 
esse hominem cum illa paena quam sit fugibile non esse.” 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium IV, Troyes 62, f. 207va: *Circa dicta compatriotae 
mei et amici specialis magistri Iohannis de Alba Petra, est sciendum quod contra 
eum argueram non ponendo conclusionem etc., sicut ipse fideliter dixit. Sed 
nunc, ut fortificat dicta sua, ponit quod Deus habet «nolle» [velle] positivum 
circa deformitatem peccati. Sed gratia collationis cum magistro meo, qui pro 
certo ingeniosus homo est, arguo contra hoc, quia cum voluntas Dei sit efficax et 
insuperabilis, si habeat nolle respectu rei, numquam illud fieret, alias non esset 
omnipotens." 
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shifts to God's role in willing something positive with regards to the 
difformity of sin, which Jean denies. 

Ceffons makes clear more than once that he is taking ‘willing’ not as 
the ‘will of a sign’, which is a precept or prohibition, because he never 
doubted that God prescribes and prohibits things that occur contrary to 
His prescription or prohibition. Rather the issue is God’s actual willing, 
for when He wills that something occurs, it does. Ceffons insists that 
there are no degrees of efficacy in divine willing that are less than the 
most efficacious. Here Ceffons again brings Thomas Bradwardine in as 
support, where the Profound Doctor mocks Peter Lombard’s presenta- 
tion of the divine will, holding that there is no difformity or sin in the 
universe simpliciter anyway, but only with respect to inferior creatures. 

Jean d’Aubepierre reacts by falling back on the notion that sin has 
no positive existence, and Ceffons rehearses the earlier discussion con- 
cerning the ontological status of something lacking, a carentia, as well 
as nothingness (nihileitas) and a chimaera. This lengthy exchange con- 
tinued in the fourth principium, apparently, and it included the final 
round over the issue of whether non-existence is preferable to existence 
with any amount of suffering. First, Jean remarked that annihilation is 
the evil of pain, but Ceffons replies that he who does not exist feels no 
pain. Second, Jean reiterated that not existing is worse than any misery 
of pain other than sin, but Ceffons argues that to avoid pain someone 
will reasonably choose not existing for a certain time, and as the time 
of pain increases, so also the time of preferable non-existence increases. 
Ceffons ends by reducing Jean’s argument about animals and stones to 
the claim that it is “incomparably” better to be man for a day than to 
avoid any pain no matter how great.157 

'The debate between Ceffons and Jean d'Aubepierre, touching on issues 
such as the problem of evil and suicide, demonstrates the fascination of 
the principial genre as well as any other exchange in Ceffons’ principia 
and will be treated in a separate study. 5 


19" PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium IV, Troyes 62, f. 208va: “Unde si melius est esse 
hominem per diem cum paena quam esse asinum sine paena per duas dies, et 
melius sit esse hominem per diem cum maiori paena quam esse murem per tres 
dies sine paena, et adhuc melius sit esse hominem cum adhuc maiori paena per 
diem quam esse lapidem per quatuor dies et sine paena, et sic procedendo in 
infinitum in tempore in speciebus et in paena ad modum arguendi huius magis- 
tri, videtur quod incomparabiliter sit melius esse hominem per diem quam sit 
fugibilis quaecumque paena, et sic argui ego in scholis, quamvis non correxerim 
illud quod ei misi. Sed secundum veritatem facile est videre intentum." 

158 In M. BRINZEI, C. SCHABEL, “Better off Dead,” pp. 170-180. 
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5 Master Laurence d’Yves, Secular, on Natural Beatitude 
and the Freedom of the Will 


As with Grimier Boniface, we have just one brief reference to Magister 
Laurentius, just after Ceffons finishes his attack on Grimier in the first 
principium. By process of elimination we can position Laurence as the 
fifth bachelor for the following reasons: (a) Ceffons incepted after, and 
probably just after, the sixth bachelor, who was definitely not Laurence; 
(b) Ceffons seems to have incepted after Laurence, because he is cited in 
Ceffons’ first principium; (c) the eighth, ninth, and tenth spots appear 
to be fixed for the mendicants, following the Carmelite, the seculars, 
and the Cistercian. Master Laurence is probably Laurence d’Yves ( Yvo- 
nis) from the diocese of Rouen, by 19 June 1342 master of arts, but 
master of theology by 23 November 1362, when, already possessing the 
parish church of Bois-Guillaume in the diocese of Rouen, he received an 
expectant canonry in Bayeux, for which he had obtained the prebend 
by 27 September 1365. Laurence also obtained an expectancy in the 
chapter of Amiens on 14 June 1365, still master of theology. Through 
a connection to Evreux, he may be the Laurence d'Yves whom we can 
trace in papal letters down to 30 March 1371.159 

Whereas for Grimier the soul acts passively with respect to God's gift 
and the object of ultimate fruition, Master Laurence, in stark contrast, 
according to Ceffons, makes the following claim: 


The created will in its purely natural state can naturally enjoy 
(frui) the beatific object clearly seen. He also says that, if the will 
enjoyed it thus, it would be the total cause of that enjoyment. This 
is clear, because the created will is the total effective cause with 
respect to any of its acts. Then with this posited, it can choose or 
not choose its act. !90 


199 Rotuli Parisienses I, p. 146; Rotuli Parisienses II, pp. 84 and 280; URBAIN V, 
Lettres communes, no. 11824 (17 September 1364), ed. G. HASENOHR-ESNOS, 
C. REYDELLET-GUTTINGER, F.-C. UGINET, and N. GOTTERI; URBAIN V, Sup- 
pliques, no. 1883, ed. A.M. HAYEZ, J. MATHIEU, and M.F. YVAN (incorrectly 
with 26 September 1365); URBAIN V, Lettres communes, nos. 20398 (4 January 
1367) and 20864 (11 June 1368), ed. M. HAYEZ, A.-M. HAYEZ, with J. MATHIEU 
and M.-F. YVAN; GREGOIRE XI, Lettres communes, no. 7301 (30 March 1371), 
ed. A.M. HAYEZ, J. MATHIEU, and M.F. YVAN. 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium I, Troyes 62, f. 5vb: “Item, contra conclusionem 
arguitur ex dictis magistri Laurentii, qui dicit quod voluntas creata in puris 
naturalibus constituta potest naturaliter frui obiecto beatifico clare viso. Dicit 
etiam quod si sic voluntas frueretur, esset totalis causa fruitionis illius. Patet, 
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Outside of that quotation, Ceffons never mentions Laurence again and 
only uses the term frui or fruitio three times in hundreds of pages of 
text, in his third principium in the context of enjoying something evil 
and sinful, not the beatific object. 

Ceffons not only rejects Laurence's tenet insofar as it is opposed to 
the Cistercian's philosophical theme, but also as a theologian, agreeing 
instead with Petrus de Turribus the Carmelite that the will cannot act 
effectively without apprehension or cognition. Besides, grace and God's 
special assistance are required in many volitions. Ceffons employs a 
quotation from Augustine, “Knowledge is born from the knower and the 
known," and apparently Laurence had said that being born is superior to 
being produced, with which Ceffons disagrees, adding that it is against 
the trinitarian theology of the “doctors of this university.”!®! It seems 
that neither Hugolino nor Ceffons found reason to consider Laurence's 
opinions in depth. 


6 Jean Maheu de Signéville, Prior of the Collége de la 
Sorbonne (Secular), on the Elasticity of Time and on the 
Good and the Bad 


The sixth socius was, along with the second, one of the two against 
whom Ceffons formed his own thesis, to be discussed below. In his first 
principium, Ceffons informs us that his name was Johannes.'® In turn 
Hugolino, in his first principium, reports that the sixth socius (although 
three manuscripts have “eighth”) made a false claim, which in his fourth 
principium Hugolino ascribes to the bachelor of the Sorbonne: 


quia voluntas creata est causa totalis effectiva respectu cuiuslibet sui actus. Tunc 
ipsa posita, poterit actum suum elicere vel non elicere.” 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium I, Troyes 62, f. 5vb: “Egoque, ut theologus, dico 
oppositum. Unde videtur mihi, sicut bene probavit socius qui primo loco in- 
cepit, quod voluntas sola non sufficit ad productionem sui actus, sed requiritur 
apprehensio seu cognitio ut causa effectiva... Item caritas et habitus boni cum 
producunt actus cum ipsa voluntate et speciale Dei auxilium in multis eius vo- 
litionibus requitur, ut dicunt sancti contra Pelagium. Dicit enim Augustinus 
quod a cognoscente et cognito gignitur notitia. Dicit hic iste socius quod gigni 
est superius ad produci. Sed hoc non videtur mihi verum, salva reverentia... 
Sed doctores etiam huius universitatis dicunt quod Spiritus Sanctus producitur 
a Filio, et tamen non gignitur ab ipso. Unde etsi Pater in divinis gigneretur, 
produceretur. Nihil namque gignitur quin producatur, nec aliquid gignit quin 
esse producat." 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium, Troyes 62, f. 5vb: “Item, ex uno dicto magistri 
Iohannis, qui sexto loco incepit, potest argui..." 
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Hugolino of Orvieto, Principium Un? 


Corollarium primum: Prima conclu- 
sio quarti articuli bachalarii qui sexto 
loco incepit non est vera qua dixit: 
Magis male est ratione peccati min- 
imo damnato quam sit bene propter 
creatam gloriam maximo beato. 
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Hugolino of Orvieto, Principium IV154 


Dicta mea contra bachalarium de 
Sorbona summarie tria continebant. 
Primo persuasi, quod quilibet beato 
est melius, quam sit male damnato. 
Primo probat, quod quilibet 
damnato est peius, quam sit bene 
aliqui beato... 


It is absolutely evident in Ceffons’ principia that the sixth socius is the 
bachelor of the Sorbonne, whom Ceffons identifies numerous times as 
Magister Iohannes de Senevilla/Sinevilla,!9? the prior of the Sorbonne, 


for example: 


Pierre Ceffons Principium I, Troyes 
62, f. 3va, 3vb 


Et idcirco non nimis cautus vide- 
batur mihi modus loquendi sexti socii, 
qui dicit quod seclusa fide ponenda 
est in homine maior et perfectior lib- 
ertas quam stando in fide. 


Similiter ez uno dicto sexti socii pos- 
set forte argumentum trahi contra ip- 
sum. Dicit enim quod omne quod est, 
quando est, de necessitate est, et ex 


isto deducetur quod quilibet punctus 
in linea vitae suae erit necesse esse. 


163 
p. 27.76-80. 
164 


pp. 147.285-287, 148.294-295. 
165 


Pierre  Ceffons, 
Troyes 62, f. 186va 


Principium III, 


Contra dicta mea arguit magister Io- 
hannes de Sinevilla, prior Sarbonae, 
dicens sic de verbo ad verbum: “Ra- 
tiones quibus probavi in primo prin- 
cipio meo, quia seclusa fide adhuc est 
ponenda libertas contingentiae...” 

“Secundus color fuit iste: ex dicto 
meo in quo dixeram quod omne quod 
est, quando est, de necessitate est, 
ex quo instat quod habeo concedere 


quod quilibet punctus in linea vitae 
meae erit necesse et non potest esse 
necesse esse nisi quando est, et quod 
quilibet punctus praecedens est vera 
dispositio ad illud secundum lineam 
rectam habuit necesse esse.” 


HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium I, a. 3, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 1, 
HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium IV, a. 2, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 4, 


PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium III, Troyes 62, f. 185va: "magistri Iohannis de 


Senevilla prioris de Sarbona"; f. 186va: “magister Iohannes de Sinevilla prior 
Sarbonae"; f. 187ra: “magister Iohannes de Sinevilla” and “magister Iohannes"; 
Principium IV, f. 211ra: *magister Iohannes de Sinevilla [mg.: Contra priorem 


Sarbonae].” 
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Johannes de Sinevilla must be Johannes Maheu de Signevilla, or Jean 
Maheu de Signéville of the diocese of Langres, master of arts on 4 April 
1345. Although on 22 May 1349, during his Sentences lectures, he was 
still identified merely as a master of arts, he was called bachelor of the- 
ology on 15 April 1353, when he received the archdeaconate of Quimper, 
adding to his other benefices. He was regent master of theology on 13 
March 1357, when he petitioned for the post of dean of Auxerre. On 13 
November 1357 the dean and chapter of Langres also asked that Jean 
receive a canonry in that cathedral, and on 12 October 1358 Cardinal 
Peter of Ss. Silvestro e Martino ai Monti, that is, Pierre de Cros, the 
Cardinal of Auxerre, also Parisian master of theology, added his sup- 
port, Jean being a familiar of the cardinal. Jean died in 1365, because 
on 16 September of that year the archdeaconate of Quimper was sought 
after the death at the papal curia of Johannes de Segnivilla.!99 It seems 
that we have a third socius from today's Haute-Marne. 

Jean de Signéville is Ceffons’ principal opponent for his thesis that 
all things happen of necessity. At one point in his first principium, 
however, Ceffons cannot resist arguing against something Jean said that 
was extremely tangential to Ceffons’ main point: 


Again, from a statement of Master Jean, who incepted in sixth 
place, one can argue, although very indirectly, but I can hardly 
pass by without objecting against that statement. For he argued 
against the socius who incepted in second place, who had proven 
that one can have two species equal in perfection, and the second 
socius proved it because where one has the greater and the lesser, 
one also has the equal. The sixth socius denied this inference, and 
rightly, in my judgment, because Campanus expressly proves...!67 


166 Rotuli Parisienses I, pp. 217 and 311; Rotuli Parisienses II, pp. 491, 529, and 
546; ASV, Reg. Suppl. 43, f. 215v: *.. de archdiaconatu ecclesie Corrisopitensis, 
vacante per obitum Johannis de Segnivilla in curia defuncti et quondam familiaris 
bone memorie domini cardinalis Autissiodorensis... " Not to be confused with 
the Jean de Signevilla, expectant-canon of Auxerre, who was regent master of 
theology at Paris on 13 March 1321, although he was perhaps a relative: JEAN 
XXII, Lettres communes, no. 64297, ed. G. MOLLAT. 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium I, Troyes 62, f. 5vb: “Item, ex uno dicto magistri 
Iohannis, qui sexto loco incepit, potest argui, licet multum indirecte, vix tamen 
possum transire quin obiciam contra illud dictum. Dicit enim arguendo contra 
socium qui secundo loco incepit, qui probabat quod poterant dari duae species 
aequales in perfectione, et probabat secundus socius, quia hic est dare maius et 
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Thus Ceffons agrees with Jean de Signéville that Campanus de Novara 
disproves an argument of Nicholas the Benedictine, even though both the 
argument and the disproof appear unrelated to Ceffons’ point. Ceffons 
then devotes the next 150 lines to attacking what Jean then inferred, 
which Ceffons seems to twist in a humorous way in order to justify his 
digression, while of course entertaining his audience: 


But he infers something immediately afterwards, that it does not 
appear to him to be impossible, positing a possible case, that some- 
thing is newly produced in this instant a, for example Socrates, 
and in any certain given instant after instant a, in which it will be 
true to say ‘Socrates exists’, it will be true to say ‘Socrates existed’ 
for a time of infinite duration. From this one can argue that not 
all things happen of necessity, because if z was able to happen, or 
even can happen, and it is obvious to me that z never happened, 
nor will z happen, it follows that something that will not happen 
can happen.!68 


How does Jean de Signéville explain how an infinite duration is possi- 
ble between instant a and instant b? Jean draws an analogy between 
time and space, or at least a line. Just as God can increase the size of 
proportional parts of a line ad infinitum, so He can stretch the duration 
of proportional parts of a span of time, say an hour, ad infinitum. So 
if between instant a and instant 6 there is one hour, and God increases 
the duration of proportional parts of that hour so that each equals an 
hour, and He does so ad infinitum, then, at b, Socrates, who began ex- 
isting in a and still existed in b, will have existed for a time of infinite 
duration. 169 


minus, ibi etiam est dare aequale, et istam consequentiam negavit socius sextus, 
et merito, iudicio meo, quia Campanus expresse demonstrat..." 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium I, Troyes 62, f. 5vb: “Unum tamen [cum T] postea 
immediate infert, quod non apparet sibi impossibile casu possibili posito quod 
aliqua res de novo producatur in hoc instanti a, puta Sortes, et quocumque 
instanti certo dato post instans a, in quo erit verum dicere ‘Sortes est’, erit 
verum dicere ‘Sortes fuit' per tempus infinitae durationis. Ex isto potest argui 
quod non omnia evenient de necessitate, quia si hoc potuit evenire, aut etiam 
potest evenire, et constat mihi quod hoc numquam evenerit nec eveniet, sequitur 
quod aliquod quod non eveniet posset evenire.” 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium I, Troyes 62, f. 5vb: “Corollarium autem ipse de- 
ducit sic, et ponit quod sicut Deus posset augere partes proportionales alicuius 
lineae, scilicet secundam partem proportionalem augere tantum quantum pri- 
mam, et sic deinceps de aliis omnibus augmentando eas ad aequalitatem primo 
incipiendo ad punctum a illius lineae tendendo versus punctum b, ita posset 
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^But an adversary would speak easily to this argument by saying 
that this is beautiful poetry, but it is impossible for it to be this way," 
Ceffons replies, adding that he himself declares this opinion to be false. 
Jean de Signéville's idea of stretching time is more unusual, and Ceffons 
notes that Jean supposes that time can be extended and quasi rarified. 
“Although it would be beautiful to see because of its novelty," Ceffons 
quips concerning this idea, *nevertheless to get straight to his point I 
wish to argue in another way.”!”° Part of Ceffons’ rebuttal involves the 
traditional arguments against an actual infinite, and he uses amusing 
examples such as a tortoise, a boy who grows old immediately, the hand 
of the clock of the Cathedral of Notre-Dame, and so on, although he 
admits that some at Paris and in other universities accept an infinite 
between two fixed points, despite geometrical proofs to the contrary.!"! 
Once in a while Ceffons returns to Jean's stretching idea, however: 


Perhaps this socius seems to imagine that we can accelerate in ac- 
quiring time or duration, and this cannot be, because accelerating 
is doing something big in a little time, for example crossing a big 


incipiendo ad punctum b tendendo versus punctum a, ut est hic a-b-b-a. Ita 
videtur sibi possibile aequaliter quod horam quae est infra instans a et instans b 
posset Deus partes suas proportionales augere, scilicet secundam tantum quan- 
tum primam et sic deinceps de aliis incipiendo ad instans praesens a, et tunc 
similiter partibus augmentatis. Clarum est, ut dicit, quod infra instans a et c 
est tempus infinitum et etiam infra instans a et b est tempus infinitum. Ergo 
quocumque instanti dato post a, id est b vel c, erit verum dicere quod infra 
a et b sunt lapsae infinitae partes proportionales, quarum quaelibet est tantae 
durationis quantae durationis fuit hora. Ergo si Sortes fuerit in instanti b, erit 
verum dicere quod fuit per tempus infinitae durationis, quod fuit probandum.” 
PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium I, Troyes 62, ff. 5vb-6ra: “Sed ad hoc argumen- 
tum faciliter diceret adversarius dicendo quod haec «est» pulchra poetria, sed 
non est possibile sic esse. Ego quoque pro parte mea pono istam conclusionem, 
quod haec opinio est falsa. Et videtur mihi quod multa hic dici possent, [6ra] 
quia supponit quod tempus extendatur plusquam extendi possit, ne dicam quod 
videtur ponere quasi quandam rarefactionem temporis et vult quod iam nunc 
Deus incipiat augere illud quod non est et vult quod Deus hodie prius augeat 
horam vesperarum quam horam primae, et primum diem Martis quam erit cras, 
et postea horam istam quae nunc est, non tamen ponendo istam horam post 
diem crastinam, sed servando ordinem temporis sicut est de facto. Quod, cum 
esset pulchrum videre propter novitatem, tamen ut directius vadam contra eius 
intentum, volo aliter arguere.” 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium I, Troyes 62, f. 6rb: “.. et illud dictum, licet 
habeat fortes sustentatores, ut in hac universitate et in aliis universitatibus, est 
expressissime contra demonstrationes geometriae." 
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space in a little time. And how could it be that in a little time one 
would acquire a lot of time? Or in a small hour a large hour? 1? 


Ceffons seems to think that, for the prior of the Sorbonne, the line of 
time can be immediately infinite because it is like a line winding down 
around a cone, making infinite revolutions immediately adjacent to each 
other. This will not work, will all due respect for Jean, because time 
does not unfold like a curved line, but like a perfectly straight one. 
With his view of space and time, perhaps Jean de Signéville lived six 
centuries years before his time. Ceffons allows for this in his conclusion: 
“But what seem to me to be absurdities, because of the weakness of my 
grasp, one whose imagination examines reality more deeply will easily 
blow away. Indeed, in his view my statements will be like chaff in the 
face of the wind and like ashes that a tornado disperses."! 4 

Jean de Signéville’s interesting doctrines not only drew Ceffons’ atten- 
tion, but also that of Hugolino of Orvieto, who largely ignores the first 
five socii and pays most of his attention to the following four. Unlike 
Ceffons, Hugolino prefers to proceed with a clear mathematical structure 
and often reports the structural elements of the principia of his socii as 
well. In this way Hugolino lets us know that he takes issue with the three 
fire-and-brimstone theses of the bachelor of the Sorbonne's article 4: 


(1) *By reason of sin something is more evil to the least damned than 
it is good because of created glory for the most blessed.”!” It is easier 


172 Prrrus CEFFONS, Principium I, Troyes 62, f. 6ra: “Et forsan iste socius imagi- 


nari videtur quod nos possumus festinare in acquirendo tempus vel moram, et 
hoc non potest esse, quia festinare est in parvo tempore facere magnum effectum, 
puta in parvo tempore pertransire magnum spatium. Et quomodo posset esse 
quod in parvo tempore acquireret magnum tempus? Aut in parva hora acquirere 
magnam horam?" 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium I, Troyes 62, f. 6ra: “Nec imaginatio socii, salva 
reverentia, videtur posse sustineri. Imaginatur enim quod immediate post hoc 
erit infinitum tempus, ita quod si dies et noctes ponerentur ut prius, tunc imme- 
diate post hoc erunt infiniti dies et immediate post hoc erunt infinitae noctes, 
sicut etiam in linea girantia immediate post ultimum punctum in cono pyramidis 
sunt infinitae girae, et nulla est gira immediata illi puncto. Istud non valet, salva 
reverentia, quia tempus aut mora non labitur sicut linea curva aut flexuosa vel 
girativa, sed imaginari debemus moram sicut lineam rectissimam." 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium I, Troyes 62, f. 6rb: “Sed haec quae videntur 
mihi inconvenientia, propter debilitatem apprehensionis meae, de facili exsuf- 
flabit cuius imaginatio rem profundius speculatur. Immo erunt dicta mea in 
conceptu ipsius ut palea ante faciem venti, et sicut favilla quam turbo dispergit." 
HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium I, a. 3, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 1, 
p. 27.76-78: “Corollarium primum: Prima conclusio quarti articuli bachalarii 
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to understand the thesis via the two arguments that the prior of the 
Sorbonne offered. First, if fruition were a greater good than sin is bad, 
then having an aggregate of both would be preferable to having neither. 
Second, the pain that the damned deserve because of sin is infinitely 
worse than the glory that the blessed deserve.'/ Perhaps here Jean de 
Signéville of the Sorbonne was arguing against the fourth socius, Jean 
d'Aubepierre, of the rival Collége de Navarre, who asserted that the evil 
and the good are equal, as we have seen. 

(2) *It is not impossible for a sinner to be punished as he deserves: 
The prior of the Sorbonne gave three arguments. First, if this were 
not true, then God would necessarily punish mercifully, and then there 
would be no reason to thank Him for His mercy, since He would not be 
able to do otherwise. Second, it does not entail a contradiction to inflict 
pain that is deserved. Third, if it were impossible, God would not be 
able to do as much good in punishing as the sinner did evil in sinning.! 

(3) “If a viator were the total cause of merit, he would deserve an 
intensively infinite reward? This Jean de Signéville defends with one 
argument, according to Hugolino: since a sinner deserves an infinitely 
intensive pain for his sin, if one were wholly responsible for one's merit, 
one would deserve a reward comparable to the pain of the sinner.! ? 


»177 


qui sexto loco incepit non est vera qua dixit: Magis male est ratione peccati 
minimo damnato quam sit bene propter creatam gloriam maximo beato.” 
HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium I, a. 3, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 1, 
p. 28.84-85): "Prima ratio eius: Si fruitio est magis bona quam culpa sit mala, 
igitur aggregatum ex illis erit eligibilis plus quam fugibilis?" P. 28.92-93: “Se- 
cunda ratio: Ratione peccati debetur damnato poena in infinitum peior et fugi- 
bilior quam beato debetur gloria." 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium I, a. 3, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 1, 
p. 30.158-160: “Ex hoc sequitur quod conclusio secunda in quarto articulo non 
est vera qua dixit: Non est impossibile peccatorem puniri ad condignum.” 
HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium I, a. 3, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 1, 
p. 31.161-163: *Hanc probavit tripliciter. Primo, quia tunc deus necessario 
puniret misericorditer, et si sic, igitur non esset sibi regratiandum de hoc, eo 
quod non potest aliter facere? P. 31.173-174: “Secunda ratio eius: Infligere 
poenam ad condignum non implicat contradictionem P. 31.179-180: "Tertia 
ratio eius: Tunc deus non posset tantum bonum facere puniendo quantum pec- 
cator facit malum peccando.” 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium I, a. 3, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 1, 
p. 28.98-101: “Corollarium secundum: Tertia conclusio eiusdem bachalarii non 
est vera qua dixit: Si viator esset causa totalis meriti, deberetur sibi praemium 
infinitum intensive. Ratio est quia actus bonus esset aeque bonus sicut malus 
esset malus, et pro malo debetur poena infinita intensive; igitur." 
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Hugolino opposed each of these three theses at some length, devoting 
much of the third article of his first principium to refuting the bachelor of 
the Sorbonne. Jean de Signéville reacted in his own second principium, 
and Hugolino aimed article 4 of his second principium, about 150 lines, at 
Jean, quoting or paraphrasing Jean’s rebuttals. First, Jean reminds the 
Augustinian that in his first thesis he spoke of “created grace,” excluding 
“incommutable good,” but his further defense is difficult to understand, 
and Hugolino found it severely wanting. Yet the prior of the Sorbonne 
went beyond this to compare the finite good of created glory even to 
the soul of Christ with the infinite pain, “at least in genus,” of the 
just deserts of the sinner. He also claimed that a simple man could 
surpass Christ-the-man’s merit, since Christ’s merit was finite. Finally, 
he continued to maintain that, if fruition were more good than sin is 
bad, one would choose the aggregate of sin and created glory.!$0 

In his fourth principium Hugolino devoted his entire article 2, almost 
170 lines of text, to Jean de Signéville. Hugolino first summarized his po- 
sition vis-à-vis that of Jean in three points: (1) The good of the blessed 
is better than the bad of the damned is bad. (2) Jean’s response specify- 
ing that he spoke of the good of created glory entails an incompossibility. 
(3) Jean's own middle terms can be used against him.!*! 

Jean sent him his written reply, taken from his third principium, which 
also had three points: (1) The bad of any damned is worse than the good 
of any blessed. (2) He defended his response in his second principium as 
valid and rejected Hugolino's objections as invalid. (3) He added that 
Hugolino's arguments were not against him, but he dissolved them *sub- 
tlely and beautifully” anyway.!*? Although we have only Hugolino's side 
of the story, the Augustinian does present more of Jean de Signéville's 
arguments here, both from his second and from his third principia. Go- 
ing through Jean's statements carefully, Hugolino tells the audience that 


180 HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium Il, a. 4, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 3, 
pp. 25-26.568-581, 27.619—632, 28-29.664-666. 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium IV, a. 2, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 4, 
pp. 147-148.285-292: “Dicta mea contra bachalarium de Sorbona summarie 
tria continebant..." 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium IV, a. 2, ed. ECKERMAN, vol. 4, 
p. 148.293-298: “Consilimiter replicatio eius contra me, quam mihi misit ex tertio 
suo principio, summarie tria continet: Primo probat quod cuilibet damnato est 
peius quam sit bene alicui beato. Secundo ostendit responsionem suam validam 
et meas instantias omnino invalidas esse. Tertio adiungit argumenta mea non 
esse contra eum, et ad redditiones eorum dat dissolutiones subtiliter et pulchre 
per omnia." 
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“you will see” that the prior of the Sorbonne contradicted himself. In- 
deed, according to Hugolino, Jean sometimes suggests that the good is 
more intense than the bad. Moreover, Jean “newly proves" his position 
by assuming two rules: first, that the lack of deserved beatitude is as 
bad for the one deprived of it as it would be good for that same per- 
son; second, sin is worse for the damned than the privation of deserved 
beatitude for him. For Hugolino, these rules also contain or lead to 
contradictions. 183 

Finally, Hugolino presents four new points that Jean de Signéville 
made in responding to the Augustinian: (1) There is no contradiction to 
be blessed objectively in something other than God. (2) Positing only 
accidents in someone’s mind, given that he would not see God nor de- 
light in God objectively, he would still be equally blessed as before. (3) 
It is not better for any blessed to be blessed from the “incommutable 
good.” (4) “Putting aside the accidents by which Christ's soul is for- 
mally blessed, with the good of the union remaining, it, namely union, 
would not be in any way better for that soul than it would be for a 
stone if it were united with the Word," which is to say not at all.184 


183 HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium IV, a. 2, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 4, 


pp. 148-149.299-354: “Unum concedit ante omnia et unum probat, et videri 
potest quod in utroque contradicit sibi. Vos videritis. Primum est quod verum 
est et bene credebat quod aliquod bonum creatum est melius quam peccatum 
sit malum, sed non tantum eligibile quantum peccatum fugibile. Et per hoc 
concordat cum argumentis meis, ut dicit. Hic forsitan habetur triplex contra- 
dictio contra eum. Nam in secundo principio dixit sic: ‘Concedo quod omnis 
culpa seu omne peccatum est magis malum et magis fugibile quam aliquid citra 
deum sit bonum... Si igitur concedit quod bonum aliquid creatum sit melius 
quam peccatum sit malum, igitur melius bonum habent beati quam habeant 
malum damnati, igitur falsa est conclusio sua. Sed ipse probat eam de novo sic 
assumendo hanc regulam: Tam male est privato beatitudine per suae beatitu- 
dinis debitae carentiam quam bene foret eidem per illam... Tunc ponit aliam 
Sic: Peccatum est damnato maius malum quam sit sibi mala privatio debitae 
beatitudinis..." 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium IV, a. 2, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 4, 
pp. 149-150.355-364: "Consequenter iste pater dissolvit ad rationes meas, et 
quattuor puncta ponit. Primum est: Non claudit contradictionem aliquem esse 
beatum obiective in aliquo citra deum, cuius oppositum rationes meae prae- 
tendebant. Secundum: Positis solis accidentibus in mente, dato quod non videret 
deum nec delectaretur de deo obiective, nihilominus esset aeque beatus vel beata 
mens illa sicut prius. Tertium: In nullo est melius ipsi beato ex bono incom- 
mutabili. Quartum: Subductis accidentibus quibus anima Christi est formaliter 
beata, et remanente bono unionis, non esset in aliquo melior illi animae, scilicet 
unio, quam esset lapidi, si esset unitus Verbo. Sed lapidi, inquit, in nullo esset 
melius et cetera." 
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For Hugolino, the first three are absurd enough that he responds with 
rhetorical questions, while the fourth contradicts what Jean himself had 
stated in his second príncipium.19^ 

Other than Jean de Signéville's arguments against Ceffons, discussed 
briefly below, one final context in which Jean's ideas are mentioned 
is natural and causal priority, but not in enough detail to give us a 
clear picture of Jean's doctrine, assuming that Hugolino has painted an 
accurate portrait of Jean's thoughts on the good and the bad.!956 


7 Pierre Ceffons, Cistercian Monk 


Little is known about the life of Pierre Ceffons before 1348 or after 
1353. Apparently from the village of Ceffonds in Champagne (in today's 
Haute-Marne) in the diocese of Troyes, Ceffons was probably born in 
the 1310s and professed at Clairvaux, such that he was generally called 
Pierre de Clairvaux. He studied at Clairvaux and at the Bernardins 
at Paris, where he taught arts, studied theology, and lectured on the 
Sentences in 1348-1349. He was a prominent figure in the Cistercian 
Order, but surviving correspondence reveals that he also had important 
connections outside the order, notably with cardinals in Avignon and 
with the royal court in Paris. Aside from his giant questions on the 
Sentences, he mostly composed works of a reformist nature focusing on 
politics and ethics in the order and in the Church as a whole. His most 
famous writing is the Epistola Luciferi, a satire written in the name of 
the Devil, addressed to the princes of the Church, and sent to the pope 
and cardinals in Avignon in 1352, praising them for their efforts on his 
behalf. We have no reason to believe that Ceffons continued to work on 
his other writings after 1353 or 1354, but his correspondence suggests 
that he was still active into the 1360s, although we do not yet know 
whether he ever became master of theology or when he died.!57 


185 HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium IV, a. 2, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 4, pp. 


150-152.365-451. 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium I, a. 4, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 1, 
p. 45.423-426: “Ex ista conclusione infero duo contradictorie ad dicta bachalarii 
de Sorbona, qui dixit: Prius naturaliter est rem positam necessario esse quam 
deum velle illam esse. Secundo: Prius naturaliter est rem fuisse quam sit deum 
velle illam fuisse" I, a. 1, p. 14.102-104: “Ecce per se bonitas in bonis prius 
causaliter influit et posterius causaliter cessat. Cuius oppositum una cum Brad- 
wardin dixit sextus socius." 

The main bio-bibliographical information on Ceffons is contained in TRAPP, 
“Peter Ceffons of Clairvaux,” expanded and corrected in C. SCHABEL “Lucifer 
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In his first principium, Pierre Ceffons cites by number the first, se- 
cond, third, fourth, and sixth bachelor, and he names Laurence, who 
must be the fifth, as well as Grimier and Jean, the fourth and the sixth 
respectively. In his second principium Ceffons responds to the Francis- 
can, Dominican, and Augustinian bachelors as well, although without 
giving their numbers. One can thus infer that Ceffons was number seven. 
(Hugolino does not help, because he also cites numbers one, two, three, 
four, and six, in addition to nine.) Ceffons' report of his first princi- 
pium is thus an accurate reflection of his being able to respond to the 
first six bachelors but not the last three, who did attack him and whose 
attack Ceffons rebutted only in his second principium. This is also in 
accordance with the information we have from the 1369-1370 academic 
year: (1) Carmelite, (2) secular, (3) Sorbonne (an error for Navarre?), 
(4) Sorbonne, (5) secular, (6) Cistercian, (7) Dominican, (8) Franciscan, 
(9) first Augustinian, (10) second Augustinian.!55 

Pierre Ceffons’ principia may be the most fascinating of the genre. 
Not only are they the longest that survive, around 300 pages with the 
sermons, but Ceffons' style is intimate, he reports the positions of his 
socii quite extensively and often verbatim, and, in its unpolished state, 
the text is probably more trustworthy as an accurate reflection of the de- 
bates among the bachelors. In his principia Ceffons defended the radical 
thesis that all things happen of necessity. I treat Ceffons' thesis else- 
where, !# and eventually a translation will be the best way to present the 
rich give-and-take of the 1348-1349 academic year. Here I will restrict 
myself to a few remarks about what Ceffons' particular thesis informs 
us about how the genre functioned. 


princeps tenebrarum... The Epistola Luciferi and Other Correspondence of the 
Cistercian Pierre Ceffons (fl. 1348-1353)," in Vivarium 56 (2018), pp. 126-175, 
and the first chapter and the bibliography in C. SCHABEL, Pierre Ceffons et le 
déterminisme radical au temps de la Peste Noire (Conférences Pierre Abélard), 
Paris 2019. I am currently heading a diverse team editing the Opera omnia, 
starting with his sermons (with William O. Duba and Mihai Maga), the Parvum 
Decretum (with Roberto Lambertini), the correspondence (with Michalis Olym- 
pios), the principia (myself), the prologue on the Sentences (with Andrea Nan- 
nini and Fritz S. Pedersen), distinctions 35-48 of book I (with Hubert Alisade 
and Hans Kraml), and stray questions (with Duba, Nannini, Pedersen, as well 
as Philipp Nothaft and John Peck). 

The principia of the 1369-1370 academic year are the subject of Monica Brinzei's 
forthcoming monograph. 

SCHABEL, Pierre Ceffons et le déterminisme radical au temps de la Peste Noire, 
especially chapter 3. 
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The principial genre may have encouraged Ceffons’ rebellious tenden- 
cies. Rather than a phrase from the Bible as a theme, Ceffons instead 
chose ‘O’. Although this was linked to “Alpha and Omega” in Reve- 
lation, it annoyed his contempories who maintained that traditionally 
the theme must be an entire sentence and not just a word or a sylla- 
ble. Eventually it was established that the theme had to be an entire 
phrase that made sense, according to a statute from Vienna that was 
likely based on Paris and inspired by Ceffons. Ceffons the maverick did 
not stop with ‘O’, but continued to agitate his audience throughout the 
academic year in the course of the principial debates, for Ceffons set out 
to defend fatalism. 190 

Around the beginning of October 1348, in his first principium, Cef- 
fons asked “whether everybody knows that, putting the faith aside, the 
arguments that are customarily adduced for proving that not all things 
happen of necessity convince every intellect and demonstrate without 
qualification"?! Ceffons probably had the general material prepared 
but made modifications once he saw the preliminary scripta of his socii 
or heard their oral presentations. Two of his socii who had already given 
their first principia, Nicholas the Benedictine prior of Le Pecq and Jean 
de Signéville the prior of the Sorbonne, claimed that everybody knows 
from experience that not everything happens necessarily, and no more 
certain demonstration or proof can be found than that. In oppositum, 
in book II, chapter 23 of Policraticus — a passage that Ceffons alludes 
to four times in his principia — John of Salisbury mentions a learned 
person (a Stoic) who had heard the arguments and yet remained uncon- 
vinced, maintaining instead that all things happen of necessity. Ceffons 
decides to reply as the masters wish, not by playing with words, but by 
aiming at the intent. He will divide his principium into a conclusio, a 
multiplex replicatio, and an evasio replicationum.!?? 


199 The six surviving sermons of Ceffons all share this thema; see my forthcoming 
edition with Duba and Maga. For the statute, see Statuta Facultatis Theologiae, 
tit. I, ed. R. KINK, Geschichte der kaiserlichen Universitat zu Wien. Zweiter 
Band. Statutenbuch der Universität, Vienna 1954, p. 97. 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium I, Troyes 62, f. 3va: “Circa principium primi 
Sententiarum quaero utrum quilibet sciat quod rationes quae circumscripta fide 
adduci solent ad probandum quod non omnia eveniant de necessitate omnem 
intellectum convincant simpliciterque demonstrent.” 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium I, Troyes 62, f. 3va: “Respondendo ad hanc quaes- 
tionem, non nimis curiose innitendo proprietati sermonis, sed modo usitando 
loquendo, quia sic etiam volunt magistri nostri, ponetur una conclusio, deinde 
multiplex replicatio, et ultimo replicationum evasio.” 
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Ceffons’ thesis is that, putting aside the faith, the arguments used 
against fatalism are not convincing to everyone, and the proof is simply 
that he himself honestly does not know how to disprove the deterministic 
or necessitarian position, without recourse to the faith. Although de 
facto this alone refutes his socii, Ceffons decides to add some “color” (a 
double meaning) by assuming the persona of a philosopher in natural 
light or obscurity, putting aside not just the faith but all religion. This 
persona he will maintain almost constantly throughout his four principial 
questions, and this will allow him to defend the position of absolute 
natural determinism. First Ceffons inserts something of a protestatio, 
although not the official one that every bachelor recited between the 
collatio and the quaestio: 


But before I say more, it should be noted that, although I color 
that all things happen of necessity, I protest that I do not hold that 
all things happen of necessity. For I am a faithful catholic and I 
hold that the truth of the matter is that not all things happen of 
necessity. And that all things happen of necessity is a condemned 
Parisian article... Thus it would be heresy to state that there 
is no free agent and that all things happen of necessity without 
qualification. Nor do I run into that error by which I would say 
that this is true according to philosophy, but not according to the 
faith, because I know full well that two truths are never opposed, 
but all truly agree, according to the Philosopher.!9?? 


Ceffons continues in this mode, stressing that, while it is erroneous to 
deny the triune God or the creation of the world ez nihilo, nevertheless 
it is no error to affirm that, without the faith, it is more probable that 
God is not one and three and it is more probable that the world never 


195 PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium I, Troyes 62, f. 3va: “Antequam tamen plus 


dicam, notetur quod, licet colorem quod omnia evenient de necessitate, protestor 
quod non teneo omnia evenire de necessitate. Sum enim fidelis catholicus et 
teneo quod rei veritas est quod non omnia de necessitate evenient. Et est artic- 
ulus Parisius condemnatus quod omnia evenient de necessitate sub hac forma: 
quod nihil fit a casu, sed omnia de necessitate eveniunt. Et quod omnia futura 
quae erunt ex necessitate erunt, et quae non erunt impossibile est esse, et quod 
nihil eveniet contingenter, considerando omnes causas — error. Sed concursus 
causarum est de definitione casuali, in libro De consolatione, et est hic articu- 
lus XXI’. Haeresis igitur esset dicere quod nullum esset agens liberum et quod 
omnia evenirent de necessitate simpliciter. Sed nec incido in illum errorem quod 
dicam hoc esse verum secundum philosophiam, non tamen secundum fidem, quia 
bene scio quod numquam duae veritates opponuntur, sed vere omnia consonant 
secundum Philosophum.” 
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began, and saying so is not heretical. He wants to make sure that the 
audience knows this, because it is dangerous to speak “these days” with- 
out sufficient caution, no doubt a reference to the recent condemnations 
of articles from his confrére Jean de Mirecourt’s Sentences questions and 
from Nicholas of Autrecourt’s writings.!?4 

Ceffons then argues as strongly as possible for determinism, on the 
basis of logic, natural causation, and even psychology, although speaking 
as a philosopher Ceffons also maintains, as had the Franciscan Peter 
Auriol,!° that divine foreknowledge qua foreknowledge also removes 
any contingency from the future. According to his socii, whom Ceffons 
quotes in later principia, Ceffons employed five general arguments in 
support of his thesis: (1) the truth of propositions about the future; 
(2) the necessary connection between events in one’s life; (3) the entire 
influence of the universe; (4) signs; (5) the necessity of the will’s willing 
the apparent good. 

During his first principium, Ceffons finds an opportunity to argue 
against the equally radical thesis of Nicholas of Autrecourt, also pro- 
mulgated in the Parisian principial debates, in 1335: 


A similar argument could be made to prove that fire does not burn 
flax, and that the fact that, with the placing of fire next to flax, 
the flax burns immediately is not sufficient proof that fire burns 
flax, because it will said that this is not enough proof. For let 
us posit that fire does not burn flax, but that with the placing of 
fire next to the flax some hidden power in the flax or elsewhere 
burns the flax, and not the fire itself. Then give the argument 
concerning the placing of the fire next to the flax, and it will not 
be conclusive. It would be said, therefore, that if it were the case 
that something other than fire burned the flax, and not the fire 
itself, then the argument is not convincing. But this is not how it 
is, nor it is likely that it is thus, because we regularly see that with 
the placing of fire next to it, flax burns. Nor do we see why fire 


194 For Mirecourt’s troubles, see F. STEGMÜLLER, “Die zwei Apologien des Jean 
de Mirecourt," in Recherches de Théologie Ancienne et Médiévale 5 (1933), 
pp. 40-78 and 192-204, COURTENAY, “John of Mirecourt and Gregory of Ri- 
mini," and TESSIER, “Jean de Mirecourt”; for Autrecourt, see Z. KALUZA, Nico- 
las d'Autrécourt. Ami de la vérité (Histoire littéraire de la France 42), Paris 1995, 
C. GRELLARD, Nicolas d'Autrécourt: Correspondance. Articles condamnés. 

195 See C. SCHABEL, Theology at Paris, 1316-1345: Peter Auriol and the Problem 
of Divine Foreknowledge and Future Contingents, Aldershot 2000. 
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should not be called the one burning it — although many maintain 
that the proof is not evident. Un 


The bachelors from the Franciscans, Dominicans, Augustinians, Carme- 
lites, Benedictines, the Collége de Navarre, and the Sorbonne argued 
vehemently against their Cistercian socius on all fronts. By January, 
when Pierre Ceffons gave his second principium, the last three bachelors 
had responded in their first principia, all the socii had lectured on book 
I of the Sentences, including on the modal questions in the final dis- 
tinctions, and probably all Sententiarii had distributed in writing the 
theses they would defend in their second principia. Thus in Ceffons’ 
second principium, “Whether everything other than God is produced 
necessarily or happens of necessity,"!?" he focuses on the three bache- 
lors who incepted after him, that is, the Franciscan, the Dominican, and 
the Augustinian, but he also devotes some attention to three bachelors 
who delivered their first principia before him. 

For his third principium, Ceffons qua philosopher formulates a ques- 
tion in line with the Christological theme of book III of the Sentences 
as well as the theme of his principial speeches: “Whether the eternal 
Word, which is Alpha and Omega, the beginning and the end, was nec- 
essarily made flesh in time.” Ceffons avows as a theologian that Christ 
was incarnated contingently, but he will not prove this, since others have 
done so. Thus, after eleven lines, Ceffons never again mentions the in- 
carnation in the almost 100 pages of his longest principium. Instead, 
he will solve the arguments against him and deal with their own the- 
ses. By the time Ceffons delivered his third principial lecture, he had 


196 PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium I, Troyes 62, 7va: “Unde et simile argumentum 


posset fieri ad probandum quod ignis non comburit stuppam et quod non est 
sufficiens probatio quod ignis comburat stuppam quia ad approximationem ignis 
cum stupa statim comburitur stupa, quia dicetur quod non est sufficiens pro- 
batio. Nam ponamus quod ignis non comburat stuppam, sed approximato igne 
ipsi stuppae aliqua vis lates in stuppa vel alibi comburat ipsam stuppam, et non 
ipse ignis. Tunc fiet argumentum de approximatione ignis ad stuppam et non 
concludet. Diceretur ergo quod si ita esset quod aliud quam ignis combureret 
stuppam, et non ipse ignis, tunc argumentum non convinceret. Sed tamen non 
est ita, nec est verisimile quod ita sit, quia regulariter videmus quod ad appro- 
ximationem ignis comburitur stuppa. Nec videmus quare non debeat ignis dici 
comburens — sed multi dicant quod probatio non est evidens.” 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium II, Troyes 62, 83vb: “Circa principium secundi 
Sententiarum, in quo tractat Magister de productione rerum aliarum a Deo, 
quaero utrum omne aliud a Deo de necessitate producatur seu de necessitate 
eveniat." 
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access in written form to the proper positions and attacks on others that 
his socii had presented in their second principia, and perhaps their re- 
sponses and preparatory notes for their third principia. It is in his third 
principium that Ceffons presents his opponents’ arguments verbatim in 
direct discourse. 

In his fourth principium, before book IV of the Sentences, Ceffons 
chose a question linked to subjects encountered in that book: *Does the 
Church Militant, which is directed by Him Who is the Alpha and the 
Omega, the beginning and the end, necessarily venerate the most wor- 
thy sacrament of the Eucharist these days?" Not according to five socii, 
whose statements entail the opposite, and Ceffons agrees that the Church 
does not so venerate of necessity. Having said that, Ceffons immediately 
asserts that everything that he posited in his previous principia is com- 
pletely correct, according to his understanding. Although he does not 
quote them verbatim, Ceffons’ structure in his fourth principium is sim- 
ilar to his previous one, dealing with his socii one by one. 


8 Bartholomé d'Anizy, Dominican Friar, on Grace and 
Temptation 


Neither Ceffons nor Hugolino cites number eight, but Hugolino does 
refer to the ninth bachelor as such in his first principium. Since we 
can identify the ninth bachelor as someone else (see below), by pro- 
cess of elimination the eighth socius must have been the Dominican. 
This concurs with what happened in 1344-1345 and with the relative 
sequence in 1369-1370, when the Dominican followed the Cistercian. In 
his second principium Ceffons refers in the margin to magister Bartholo- 
maeus Praedicator once, in addition to Bartholomaeus the bachalarius 
de domo Praedicatorum in his fourth principium.'®8 Other sources in- 
form us that this was Bartholomaeus de Anisyac or Ansiacho, from the 
province of France, whom the Dominicans assigned to read the Sentences 
in 1348-1349 in their meetings in both 1347 and 1348.19? Unfortunately, 
Anisyac and Ansiacho could be interpreted in various ways, for example 


195 Drrpug CEFFONS, Principium II, Troyes 62, f. 85va: “Img. Magister Bartholo- 


maeus Praedicator"; Principium IV, f. 211rb: “bachalarius de domo Praedica- 
torum [mg.: Bartholomaeus].” 

CUP II, no. 1140 (late May 1347): *Et quantum nostra interest assignamus ad 
legendum «Sententias Parisius» in anno sequenti fr. Bartholomeum de Ansia- 
cho, de provincia Francie"; no. 1154 (early June 1348): *Ad legendum Sententias 
Parisius isto anno assignamus fr. Bartholomeum de Anisyac de provincia Fran- 
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Anizy-le-Chateau, just southwest of Laon, which was called Anysiacum. 
For now, I will call him Bartholomé d’Anizy. 

Both Pierre Ceffons and Hugolino of Orvieto deal with their Domini- 
can socius. Bartholomé argues mostly with Ceffons as regards the Cis- 
tercian's claim about all things happening of necessity, but in his first 
principium, apparently, Bartholomé also reacted to Ceffons' response to 
Grimier Boniface. In Ceffons’ words: 


And because I said that not every latitude of grace gratum faciens 
moves one more strongly toward the good than every temptation 
pulls one away from the good, therefore a certain reverend mas- 
ter [margin: Master Bartholomé the Preacher] held the opposite, 
positing this thesis, namely that every latitude of grace gratum 
faciens, no matter how small, moves one more strongly toward the 
good than every temptation, no matter how large, pulls one away 
from the good.200 


The equivocal meaning of grace gratum faciens makes it difficult to 
evaluate the exchange that follows. Bartholomé gives four arguments. 
First, if Ceffons’ opinion were true, we would not be able to overcome 
all temptation by virtue of this grace. The equivocation is clear in Cef- 
fons’ reply: “We cannot overcome any temptation by the virtue of this 
[grace] without the special help of God," which is the Augustinian Gre- 
gory of Rimini’s position.??! Otherwise temptation impels us toward the 
bad with more force than “infused grace does toward the good, grace, 
I say, that is a created habit” Without a more detailed discussion of 
grace in this context, it is hard to say whether the disagreement between 
the Cistercian and the Dominican is real. Ceffons meets the other ar- 
guments with responses that focus in part on details in Bartholomé's 
formulation.2°2 On the other hand, what little Étienne Gaudet records 
concerning the person who must be Bartholomé suggests that he indeed 


200 PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium IL, Troyes 62, f. 85va: “Et quia dixi quod non 


quaelibet latitudo gratiae gratum facientis fortius movet ad bonum quam quae- 
cumque temptatio retrahat a bono, ideo oppositum tenuit quidam magister reve- 
rendus [mg.: Magister Bartholomaeus Praedicator] ponendo illam conclusionem, 
scilicet quod quaelibet latitudo quantumlibet parva gratiae gratum facientis for- 
tius movet ad bonum quam quaecumque temptatio quantumcumque magna re- 
trahat a bono.” 

GREGORIUS ARIMINENSIS, IT Sent., dd. 26-28, qq. 1-2, et d. 29, ed. TRAPP, 
MARCOLINO, SIMON, and WENDLAND, vol. 6, pp. 22-173. 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium II, Troyes 62, f. 85va: *Illam probavit, quia alias 
virtute eius omnem temptationem non possemus superare.. Praeterea, nulla 
mundi temptatio facit quem invitum peccare, igitur gratia fortius impellit ad 
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had a more optimistic view of the human condition: “Whether the via- 
tor can merit infinite glory through meritorious action. Ysiaco Jacobita 
quod sic, prima ratio”??? 

In his first principium, Hugolino of Orvieto argued against what the 
Dominican had defended on a topic related to the same good/bad di- 
chotomy or spectrum that seems to have been so prevalent in that prin- 
cipial session. As he did with others, in the beginning of his principium 
Hugolino uses a position of Bartholomé to build his own: “First, because 
formal created beatitude is not as good for a creature as it is for itself as 
an entity — this is the thesis of the bachelor of the Preachers??94 Op- 
posing this thesis is the theme of part of Hugolino's fourth article, where 
his first thesis “against the bachelor of the Preachers” is that “something 
is better for another than it is good for itself”: 


The same father posited the contradictory thesis, saying: ‘Nothing 
is as good for another as it is good for itself. The reason: Every 
entity by itself is formally distant from nothing — as whiteness 
is distant from nothing by each of its gradual parts — in such a 
way that, if it is destroyed successively, it proceeds through those 
middle degrees to non-being, that is, a non-degree in its species. 
Therefore no entity is as good for another as it is for itself. He 
proves the consequence, because this is the best for a thing, namely 
to be distant from nothing.?°° 


bonum quam temptatio ad malum... Praeterea, impulsus gratiae est impulsus 
in Deum, igitur absque omni proportione est fortior quam impulsus temptatio- 
nis... Praeterea, temptatio directe non egreditur terminos proprios... sed caritas 
[qualitas T] egreditur proprios terminos, quia facit diligere non diligibilem, sci- 
licet inimicos... Ad rationes meas... respondet negando antecedens ut ponitur, 
quod licet experiamur temptationes vehementius, tamen non experimur eas gra- 
tia, igitur etc.” (f. 85vb): “Ad argumenta istius reverendi patris respondeo. Et 
dico sicut prius quod non quaelibet gratia quantumcumque parva fortius movet 
quam etc. Et probari potest sicut probavi in primo principio. Et cum dicit quod 
virtute illius possumus omnem temptationem superare, dico hic quod [et] immo, 
nullam temptationem virtute illius possumus superare sine speciali auxilio Dei. 
Dico ulterius quod vehementius inclinat nos temptatio ad malum quam gratia 
infusa ad bonum, gratia, inquam, quae est habitus creatus...” 

203 GLORIEUX, “Jean de Falisca,” p. 47; Paris, BnF, lat. 16408, f. 221v: “Utrum via- 
tor per actionem meritoriam possit mereri gloriam infinitam, de Ysiaco Jacobita, 
quod sic prima ratio...” 


204 HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium I, ed. ECKERMANN, vol 1, 
p. 11.10-12: “Primo, quia formalis beatitudo creata non est creaturae tam bona 
quam bona est sibi ipsi ut entitas. Haec est conclusio bachalarii Praedicatorum." 

205 


HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium I, a. 4, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 1, 
p. 32.4-11: “Prima conclusio contra bachalarium Praedicatorum: Aliqua res 
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Hugolino is not impressed, pointing out that what is best for an eye is 
not to exist, but to be best disposed, and for a soul it is not to exist 
in hell, but to be blessed. Hugolino's corollary is then the opposite of 
Bartholomé's: *Corollary: The corollary of said father is not true by 
which he says: (Christ's merit is better for itself as an entity than it 
is for others as merit. But he adds: ‘although it is more choosable as 
merit for us?96 Hugolino refutes this at some length before arguing 
in his second thesis in opposition to what Bartholomé asserted in two 
corollaries, namely: 


That the latitude of humanity is infinite, that it contains infinite 
degrees — namely intellective, sensitive, and so on for the other 
inferior ones — and that it is diminishable and divisible through 
infinite [ie., divine] power into the aforesaid degrees, although 
these perfectional degrees pertain to humanity by reason of the 
intellective souls in which these degrees exist first of all.207 


In his second principium the Dominican replied to Hugolino, who then 
rehearsed their debate up until then. In his first principium, Hugolino 
relates, Bartholomé made three points: (1) Humanity, or the soul, con- 
tains infinite degrees into which God can divide it. (2) The latitude 
of humanity is infinite. (3) The soul includes infinite degrees that are 
better than any given degree (for example, the degree of the perfection 
of a lion). Hugolino infers that these degrees are not communicating, 


est alteri melior quam sit sibi ipsi bona. Contradictoriam idem pater posuit di- 
cens: Nulla res est alteri tam bona quam est sibi ipsi bona. Ratio: Omnis entitas 
se ipsa formaliter distat a nihilo, ut albedo a qualibet sui graduali parte distat 
a nihilo, sic quod, si successive destruitur, itur per illos medios gradus usque ad 
non esse, id est, non gradum in sua specie. Igitur nulla entitas est alteri tam 
bona quam est sibi ipsi bona. Consequentiam probat, quia hoc est optimum rei, 
scilicet distare a nihilo." 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium I, a. 4, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 1, 
p. 34.57—59: “Corollarium: Non est verum corollarium dicti patris quo dicit: 
Meritum Christi est sibi ipsi melius ut entitas quam aliis ut meritum. Addit 
tamen: quamvis eligibilius ut nobis meritum.” 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium I, a. 4, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 1, 
p. 35.89-95): "Secunda conclusio contra eundem bachalarium Praedicatorum: 
Nullius creaturae rationalis perfectionalis bonitas est infinitate graduum in- 
finita. Contrarium ipse posuit in duobus corollariis: Quod latitudo humanitatis 
est infinita, quod continet gradus infinitos, scilicet intellectivum, sensitivum et sic 
de aliis inferioribus, quod est diminuibilis et divisibilis per infinitam potentiam 
in gradus praedictos. Isti autem gradus perfectionales competunt humanitati 
ratione animae intellectivae, in qua sunt primo huiusmodi gradus." 


207 


The Genre Matures 


because they can be divided from each other and make an infinite soul 
or humanity. Hugolino denied each point in his first principium.?% 

Bartholomé made a clarification in his second principium: the soul 
is a finite essence, and humanity is a finite latitude in species with- 
out qualification. Still, the soul has infinite degrees within it, each of 
which is of a certain perfection, so overall it is infinite by the infinity 
of degrees. Hugolino seems to understand in this a retraction of points 
(1) and (2), but he nevertheless opposes the remainder.?°? Regard- 
less of whether the Dominican retracted anything, Hugolino returned in 
his third principium to repeat and clarify his earlier arguments against 
Bartholomé.?!0 

Hugolino also returned in his third principium to a disagreement that 
stemmed from their main point of discord, recalling the debate between 
Ceffons and Jean d'Aubepierre concerning the conditions in which non- 
existence could be preferable, itself a reflection of the dialogue between 
the Cistercian Jean de Mirecourt and the Benedictine John of Blois from 
1344-1345. Bartholomé had made a distinction between what is better, 
i.e., being, and what is easier to choose, in the case of Christ's merit, a 
distinction that Hugolino rejected. In his first principium, the Domini- 
can also maintained that the unjust prefer existence rather than avoid 
damnation, which assertion Hugolino denied, adding that Bartholomé 
himself had declared that the unjust love existence precisely because they 
love existing in comfort and luxury, not simply existing, so it stands to 


208 HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium II, a. 1, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 3, 


p. 7.54-67: “Oppositum huius posuerat Praedicator in suo primo principio dando 
has tres. Prima: Humanitas seu anima continet infinitos gradus in quos est per 
divinam potentiam divisibilis. Secunda: Humanitatis latitudo est infinita. Tertia: 
Anima includit infinitos gradus aliquo dato maiores..." 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium Il, a. 1, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 3, 
pp. 7-8.68-79: “Respondet dando istas duas: Prima, quod anima est essentia 
finita simpliciter, et similiter humanitas, et est finita latitudo in sua specie et 
simpliciter. Secunda: Tamen habet infinitos gradus quos claudit infra se, quorum 
quilibet est certae perfectionis, et per consequens infinitate talium graduum est 
infinita.. Ut tamen dicam in quo discordo ab eo, si primam propositionem 
retraheret, ‘In quos est per divinam potentiam divisibilis’, et secundam etiam, 
contra pono istam conclusionem: Anima rationalis non continet.." In notes 16 
and 17 on p. 8 the editor indicates the two new propositions as the ones that 
Hugolino is referring to, rather than points (1) and (2) above, perhaps reading 
si... retraheret as “if he would retract” rather than “if he has retracted,” which 
seems more likely given the verbatim quotation from point (1). 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium III, a. 1, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 4, pp. 
4-5.37-90. 
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reason that miserable existence is worse than none at all.?!! In his third 
principium, where Hugolino brings up a doubt about whether existing 
well is preferable as a gift to pure substantial existence, he reports the 
Dominican's response in his second principium: “Regarding this doubt 
I exclude the response that the bachelor of the Preachers made to my 
statements in his second principium, for he solved everything through 
this: because existing well includes existing, no wonder it is more choos- 
able”? 

Hugolino did not appreciate this dismissive response, and since exist- 
ing can be separate from existing well, although not vice-versa, Hugolino 
asked whether one would choose existing for a month without any of the 
elements of living well, like thinking, willing, feeling, enjoying, and so 
on, or to live 29 wonderful days of delight without sin. Who would not 
choose the 29 great days over the 30 empty ones? Thus in some cases 
existing well is preferable to just existing. Hugolino further proves this 
using Bartholomé’s response, for the Dominican had posited that man’s 
existing is only finitely choosable and non-existence only finitely to be 
avoided, and his existence is as choosable as his non-existence is to be 
avoided.?!? Yet Bartholomé had claimed that even those who are mis- 
erable desire to exist more than to exist well, adding a strange proof: 
“Given a line that the imagination has composed of existing and existing 
well, its first portion would be existing, since ‘the first of created things 
is being’, according to the author of De causis.”?!4 Hugolino thinks that 


?!! HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium I, a. 2, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 1, 


p. 19.31-36: "Unde posset dari tam odibile male esse quod magis fugeret quam 
eligeret suum esse. Ex quo sequitur quod corollarium bachalarii Praedicatorum 
non est verum quo dixit quod iniustus magis eligit esse quam fugiat damna- 
tionem. Nam ideo praecise diligit esse quia diligit commodum vel voluptuose 
esse, ut dixit." 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium III, a. 2, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 4, 
p. 6.105-108: *Quantum ad hoc dubium excludo responsionem quam in secundo 
principio suo fecit ad dicta mea bachalarius Praedicatorum. Nam totum solvit 
per hoc: ‘Quia bene esse claudit esse, ideo quid mirum si est eligibilius’” 
HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium III, a. 2, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 4, 
p. 6.121-126: “Contingit dare aliquod bene esse eligibilius ab homine quam suum 
purum esse. Probatur assumptis tribus propositionibus. Prima est: Purum 
esse hominis est finitae eligibilitatis. Hanc ipse posuit in eadem responsione, 
quinimmo dat probationem, quia non esse est finite fugibile et quam eligibile est 
esse quam fugibile est non esse; igitur.” 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium III, a. 2, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 4, 
p. 7.140-145: "Contra propositionem praedictam est ratio eius in eadem re- 
sponsione sic: Appetitus tam miserorum quam aliorum est de per se et directo 
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this is simply false, and even if existing well cannot come ‘before’ exist- 
ing, either in time or by nature, this has nothing to do with which is 
preferable. 

The upshot is that there could be a case where one would choose 
to avoid miserable existence more than mere existence, which Hugolino 
again proves using Bartholomé’s own words, for he had said that non- 
existence is only finitely to be avoided and infinite pain would be more 
to be avoided.?!? What this exchange has to do with the one between 
Ceffons and Jean d'Aubepierre is a curious question. 


9 Ascencius of Sainte-Colombe, Franciscan Friar, on 
Grace and Freedom (and on Degrees of Perfection) 


In his first principium, Hugolino of Orvieto presents a corollary against 
the bachelor who incepted in ninth place: 


'The second corollary: that an infinity of perfection in God can be 
proven by us sufficiently by reason that is not only the reason of the 
faith, the opposite of which posited the bachelor who incepted in 
ninth place. And he proved that thesis by the fact that, if another 
sufficient reason were had, it would be from the production of 
things.216 


Hugolino mentions something about the Franciscan bachelor in the first 
three principia that is linked to the problem of infinity and perfection, 
suggesting a possible identity with the ninth socius.?!’ Nevertheless, the 
precise statement that one can only prove the infinity of divine perfection 


propter esse magis quam propter bene esse; igitur est magis eligibile. Consequen- 
tia evidens. Sed antecedens declarat, quoniam inquit: ‘Data linea composita per 
imaginationem ex esse et bene esse, prima portio eius esset esse, cum rerum 
creatarum prima sit esse, per auctorem De causis." 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium III, a. 2, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 4, 
pp. 7-8.159-161: “Contingit dare miserum esse fugibilius quam perdere purum 
esse. Probatur primo ex dictis eius, quia non esse est finitae fugibilitatis et poena 
infinita, si foret, inquit ipse, esse fugibilior...” 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium I, a. 2, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 1, 
p. 24.182-185: *Secundum corollarium, quod infinitas perfectionis in deo potest 
nobis sufficienter probari ratione quae non est sola ratio fidei, cuius oppositum 
posuit bachalarius qui nono loco incepit. Et probavit conclusionem illam per 
hoc, quia si alia ratio sufficiens habe<re>tur, illa esset ex productione rerum et 
cetera." 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium I, a. 4, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 1, 
p. 36.140: "Tertia conclusio de perfectionali infinitate contra bachalarium Mi- 
norum...”; Principium Il, vol. 3, p. 5.4-7: "Quaelibet creatura est infinitate 
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through faith is not present elsewhere in Hugolino or Ceffons. There is 
only one offhand remark that may strengthen the positioning of the 
Franciscan in ninth place, and that is when Hugolino notes in his first 
principium that the bachelor of the Minorites attacked him pridie.?'® 
'The bachelors did circulate some written materials before they incepted, 
and on the strictest interpretation of pridie no one could have held his 
principial session between the Franciscan and Hugolino. Thus it seems 
that we can place the Franciscan in ninth place. 

Ceffons identifies the Franciscan bachelor by name three times as As- 
tencius: magister Astencius Minor, magister Astencius bachalarius in 
domo Minorum, and Astencius Cordiger.?!? This is Ascensius of Sainte- 
Colombe, best known in the history of philosophy in his later role as 
the main opponent of the Franciscan John of Ripa in the latter's De- 
terminationes in the 1350s.?2° There are over 30 places named Sainte- 
Colombe, but given that Ascensius seems to have been from Aquitaine 
and on 24 September 1361, as master of theology, he was appointed 
bishop of Sarlat, it is probable that he hailed from the Sainte-Columbe 
between Bordeaux and Sarlat-la-Canéda. His name is usually spelled 
Austencius/tius/sius in papal letters, and by John of Ripa. Following 
Ascensius! death his successor, John, was made elect of Sarlat on 2 Oc- 
tober 1370, so Ascencius probably died earlier in that year.??! 

One of Ascencius’ principial sermons survives (see Appendix 1, p. 256), 
but not his questions. Nevertheless, Pierre Ceffons and Hugolino of 
Orvieto pay him enough attention that, together with the material from 
John of Ripa, one could put together something of a doctrinal profile of 
the Franciscan from Aquitaine. In the case of Ceffons, the main debate 


graduum perfectionis infinita... Antecedens potest probari ex dictis bachalarii 
Minorum"; Principium III, a. 1, vol. 4, p. 5.91-93: "Secundam partem conclu- 
sionis posui contra bachalarium Minorum et probavi in terminis suis per dicta 
suamet, quia essentia quaelibet creata est finitae perfectionis seu nobilitatis es- 


sentialis..." 
218 HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium I, a. 4, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 1, 
p. 39.226: “. de hoc dicto a me alias incidentaliter bachalarius Minorum me 


pridie impugnavit...” 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium II, Troyes 62, f. 85ra, mg., III, f. 189ra, and IV, 

f. 209va, mg. 

KALUZA, “La nature des écrits de Jean de Ripa,” pp. 287-298. On Ascensius’ 

surviving works, see C. CENCI, *Sermoni del mag. Ascensio di Santa Colomba", 

in Antonianum 66 (1991), pp. 301-351. 

71 KALUZA, “La nature des écrits de Jean de Ripa,” pp. 293-294, n. 112; ASV, Reg. 
Aven. 146, ff. 62v-63r; URBAIN V, Lettres communes, no. 27763, ed. M. HAYEZ, 
A.-M. HAYEZ, with J. MATHIEU and M.-F. YVAN. 
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with Ascencius stemmed from one of the Cistercian’s arguments for his 
position that everything happens of necessity: when Ceffons asserted 
that we can only will the good or the apparent good, Ascencius replied 
that we can will the bad qua bad. 

Hugolino of Orvieto’s main opponent is Ascencius, such that all to- 
gether over 1100 lines of the Augustinian’s principia, around one third of 
the entire text, contain debate with the Franciscan. Their disagreement 
revolves around two themes: grace and degrees of perfection. Hugolino 
spends an increasing amount of time arguing against Ascencius on grace 
in his first, second, and third principia. Since Ascencius does not appear 
in the fourth principium, perhaps Hugolino had silenced his opponent. 
Because of space limitations, in what follows I will concentrate on what 
Hugolino claimed that Ascencius posited, almost all of which Hugolino 
rejected in emphasizing our need for special divine assistance in every 
just act. 

According to Hugolino, in his first principium Ascencius denied that 
God’s “actual coefficiency” is at work principally and prior by nature 
in any meritorious act that we might have. For the Augustinian, the 
Franciscan’s denial is an error more serious than that of Pelagius, who 
also denied the habit of grace, as Ascencius himself stated. Ascencius 
did concede that God first infused grace, but not that He acted prior 
in our meritorious deeds. For Hugolino, like his predecessor Gregory of 
Rimini, the habit of grace is not enough, for God’s “coefficiency” is also 
required.?22 

This was just a corollary of Hugolino's first article in his first prin- 
cipium. Hugolino returned to focus on the issue in his second princi- 
pium, the third article of which is devoted to God's “coefficiency” in 
good deeds.2?? There Hugolino repeats what he had declared in his first 
principium," but provides more context. Hugolino seems to explain 


222° HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium I, a. 1, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 1, 


p. 15.133-139: “Quartum: Negare actualem coefficientiam dei principaliter et 
prius naturaliter in quolibet meritorio nostro efficere, ut negavit bachalarius Mi- 
norum, gravius est quam negare id quod Pelagium negasse idem bachalarius 
dicebat, scilicet habitum gratiae. Nam Pelagius erravit negando utrumque, iste 
vero pater illi collectae ‘Vota nostra, quae praeveniendo aspiras’ respondens dixit 
quod deus praevenit infundendo gratiam, non autem per prius operatur in opere 
meritorio. Hoc quidem est contra Augustinum..." 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium Il, a. 3, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 3, 
p. 17.355-356: “In tertio articulo de coefficientia dei in actu bono pono duas 
conclusiones tamquam fundamenta." 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium IL, a. 3, ed. ÉCKERMANN, vol. 3, 
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Ascencius’ motivation in the third corollary of his first thesis, asking 
whether God’s will in an equally causal and prior way in our good and 
bad deeds makes us act thus. The text is slightly garbled here, but 
apparently the Franciscan responded that it must be the case, for “for 
otherwise we would be more free in evil than in good,” since in good acts 
we would require Him to make us act, concurring with us in a naturally 
prior way, whereas in bad deeds we would not. According to Hugolino, 
Ascencius deems this consequent, that God would not act thus with re- 
spect to our evil deeds, absurd, although Hugolino considers it catholic, 
the opposite being absurd, “For does not Pelagius’ entire error stand in 
this, that just as we do not need God or assistance for evil deeds, nei- 
ther [do we need God or assistance] for good acts?”2*° Thus a little later 
Hugolino relates that Ascencius maintained that God comes before in 
every deed and thought, although the Augustinian does not think that 
this avoids the Pelagian error, if the human will plays a role in having a 
good thought.?76 

From the above we might suggest that Ascencius was striving for some 
sort of symmetry with regard to the role of God and humans in good 
and evil deeds, and in order to do so the Franciscan reduced God’s role 
in the good and increased His role in the bad. If so, perhaps Ascen- 
cius was inspired by his confrére Peter Auriol or like-minded theologians 
who seemed, to Gregory of Rimini, Thomas Bradwardine, and others, 


p. 23.503-506: “Tertium corollarium, quod posui in primo principio: Negare 
actualem coefficientiam dei causaliter priorem in quolibet nostro opere iusto est 
gravius quam negare habitum gratiae accidentalis, licet utrumque sit falsum.” 
HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium Il, a. 3, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 3, 
p. 20.429—436: “Tertium corollarium: An bene dictum sit: ‘Velle dei in omni 
nostro operari bono vel malo aeque causaliter per prius efficit nos taliter ope- 
rari’? Et tamen quidam ponit et probat, quia alioquin liberiores essemus in 
malo quam in bono. Consequentiam probat, quia in bonis indigemus faciente nos 
facere ac prius naturaliter concurrente, non autem in malis. Hoc consequens est 
catholicum, quod reputat inconveniens, et oppositum est inconveniens. Nonne 
error totus Pelagii stat in hoc quod, sicut non egemus deo vel auxilio in malis, 
sic nec in bonis?" In note 69, the editor suggests that the *quidam" could be the 
prior of the Sorbonne, but it seems from the next reference to "iste pater," whom 
the editor identifies in note 78 as Ascencius, that the “quidam” is Ascencius as 
well. 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium Il, a. 3, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 3, 
p. 21.462: “Primum corollarium: Iste pater cum exemplo de poena contra se 
dicit, cum velit quod in omni opere vel cogitatione deus praeveniat. Et cum hoc 
non evadit Pelagium, si bonam cogitationem a se habet voluntas.” 
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to teeter on the edge of Pelagianism in the 1310s, 1320s, and 1330s.227 
After reiterating his claim that denying God's coefficiency is worse than 
the Pelagian error, Hugolino now says that Ascencius denied this sub 
disiunctione, which *disjunctive solution was sane. But I did not dis- 
prove him or his solution, which was disjunctive and true pro altera, but 
that statement in itself. Thus I did not impute anything to him etc., be- 
cause I said something true”? Perhaps this means that, in his second 
principium, Ascencius had clarified that he had really said, “Either one 
must deny..." 

If so, then Ascencius’ opinion still annoyed Hugolino, because the 
Franciscan reaffirmed that, if there were such prior coefficiency, then 
merit could not be ascribed to the human will, *because the will would 
act as moved by another, namely by God? Hugolino denies that this 
follows, because, he asserts, this coefficiency is compatable with freedom 
and does not entail that the will is necessitated, whatever Bradwardine 
may claim to the contrary. Ascencius' statements clearly lead to the 
conclusion that the human will can perform a just act without God 
making it will, and that justice is thus attributed to the human will more 
than to God. This is clearly erroneous, for Hugolino, so when Ascencius 
asks, “Why do we pray, if God always comes before?," Hugolino's retort 
is, “Why do we pray, if we are not heard?”??9 


227 See J. HALVERSON, Peter Auriol on Predestination. A Challenge to Late- 


Medieval Thought (Studies in the History of Christian Thought, 83), Leiden 
1998, and, SCHABEL, Pierre Ceffons et le déterminisme radical au temps de la 
Peste Noire, chapter 5. 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium Il, a. 3, ed. ÉCKERMANN, vol. 3, 
p. 23.513-517: “Verum est quod reverendus Minor hoc dixerat sub disiunctione 
ad illam collectam: *Actiones nostras' et cetera, ideo sua solutio disiunctiva sana 
fuit. Ego vero non ipsum improbavi nec solutionem quae erat disiunctiva et vera 
pro altera, sed illud dictum in se. Igitur non imposui sibi aliquid et cetera, quia 
verum dixi." 

Hugolino's text is not very polished here, but his meaning is fairly clear. 
HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium II, a. 3, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 3, 
p. 23.518-534: “Sed haec pars iterato confirmatur ab eo, quia tunc meritum non 
est voluntati imputabile sic quod impossibile est meritum esse nobis imputabile 
aliquo modo et deum per prius causaliter facere ad illud, quia voluntas ageret 
mota ab alio, scilicet a deo. Haec ratio non concludit, quia magna est latitudo 
ipsius praemonitionis divinae, cum qua tota stat libere consentire et sic agere, 
ut deus movet, et tamen non necessitari. Ideo salva reverentia sua ego non pono 
antecedens Bradwardini quod deus in omni opere etiam malo praeveniat et faciat 
nos facere, cum aperte dixeram contra diffuse in primo principio et supra nunc 
idem intuli in tertio corollario... Ex praedictis istius patris patet quod voluntas 
in opere iusto ex se potest absque deo faciente eam velle, et certe iustitia debet 
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Ascencius did not back down, and so Hugolino had to return to the 
topic in his third principium, article three of which concerned “prevenient 
grace and the sufficiency of free choice in a just act.” Here the Augus- 
tinian repeats one thesis from his second principium and adds four oth- 
ers “against him,” without having bothered to identify “him” previously, 
another sign of the unfinished state of the text.??? For Hugolino, there 
is no symmetry between God's role regarding our just acts and our evil 
deeds. Rather, his repeated thesis is that for the good acts no created 
free choice is even a partial cause of just action in the way that it is for 
evil acts, although Hugolino admits that even evil acts require God's 
participation, since otherwise humans would not be able to act at all.231 

Ascencius apparently had a different take on God's involvement in 
good acts, however, and explained God's assistance and cooperation as 
grace gratum reddens. For Hugolino, Ascencius contradicts himself, and 
Augustine, by maintaining that we can do no good without assistance, 
“that is, caritas," and yet he posits in his “second proposition" that we 
can do some good without caritas. To Hugolino's thesis, repeated from 
his second principium, Ascencius replied in his third principium that, 
if one has a “habitual quality” before grace, it is enough without God's 
“causal coefficiency"??? Otherwise, Ascencius argued, “if the will is not 


potius attribui voluntati quam deo etc. Ad collectam illam dicit quod est contra: 
Ut quid oramus, si deus semper praevenit? Sed contra eum: Ut quid oramus, si 
non exaudimur?” 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium III, a. 3, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 4, 
p. 8.170-173: “In tertio articulo videndum restat de gratia praeveniente et de 
sufficientia liberi arbitrii in opera iusto. Repetam unam solam conclusionem in 
secundo principio positam et addam contra eum quattuor alias disputabiles.” 
The editor identifies “eum” in note 10 as the Minorite, which appears to be 
correct. but one manuscript has the Dominican, who was the interlocutor in 
article two. 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium III, a. 3, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 4, 
p. 8.175-176: "Prima sit haec: Nullum liberum arbitrium creatum est sic suffi- 
ciens et integra causa partialis iustae operationis sicut est operationis iniustae.” 
P. 9.201-202: “Primum corollarium: Si subtraxerit se cooperatio dei effectualis, 
certe nec aliquid mali agere poteris.” 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium III, a. 3, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 4, 
p. 9.206-223: "Secundum corollarium: Minor, qui exponit hoc adiutorium et 
cooperationem pro gratia gratum reddente patet quod contradicit sibi at Au- 
gustino. Nam exponit: Nihil boni sine adiutorio, id est caritate, et talem aliquid 
boni absque caritate ponit nos posse in secunda propositione; quae contradicunt. 
Sic igitur patet quod responsio quam dat Minor praedictae conclusioni, dicens 
quod dat qualitatem habitualem [pro data qualitate habituali?] ante gratiam, 
illa sufficit sine causali coefficientia dei, non est vera.” 
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an intregral partial cause in good willing,” it leads to an infinite regress, 
or it does nothing, or it is necessitated, and God is either the total cause, 
the partial cause, or it concurs in a third effect.?%3 

As with the discord between Ceffons and Bartholomé analyzed above, 
defining grace is at the center of the disagreement between Hugolino and 
Ascencius. For the Franciscan, the created will does not require a special 
“sift” or special assistance for every single just act that is free of sin.??4 
It appears that Ascencius thinks that gratia gratum reddens is sufficient, 
a sort of general grace. For Hugolino, there are the goods of nature, like 
willing to drink, and the morally good, and Ascencius asserts that we do 
the former without God but not the latter. Yet God is required in some 
way for us to will to drink, Hugolino insists, so clearly God is required 
in some additional way for us to will the morally good. We are able to 
will to drink and to render ourselves unjust with the first kind of ‘help’, 
but we need more help to be rendered just, Hugolino explains, using 
quotations from Augustine. 

Ascencius will not accept this additional help, nor Hugolino’s interpre- 
tation of Augustine. All justice is from God, so it seems that one divine 
shot of justice is enough, for the Franciscan.?? For Ascencius, there is a 
“habitual quality," besides grace, which, along with free choice, suffices 


233 HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium III, a. 3, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 4, 


p. 9.219-223: "Sed contra praemissam conclusionem arguit idem pater sic: Si 
voluntas in bono velle non est integra causa partialis, procederetur in infinitum, 
aut nihil agit, aut necessitatur. Quaero, inquit, aut deus facit voluntatem iuste 
velle ut causa totalis sic faciens, aut ut partialis, aut non, sed concurrit in solo 
tertio effectu. Si primum et cetera ibi.” 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium III, a. 3, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 4, 
p. 10.236-238: “Oppositam opinionem vult ponere Minor, dicens: Prima propo- 
sitio: Non ad omne agere libere et iuste, id est non culpabiliter, voluntatis creatae 
requiritur speciale donum seu adiutorium." 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium III, a. 3, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 4, 
pp. 11-12.281-300: "Sed iste pater dicit hic tria: Primum, quod verba allegata 
Psalmi 58 non sunt ibi nec illud Augustini est in isto capitulo, sed in capitulo 
10. Respondeo: Videat clarius, quia ita inveniet. Secundum, quod Augustinus 
in isto capitulo intendit quod boni angeli non habuerunt bonam voluntatem a 
se, nam fecissent se meliores quam a deo creati sint. Haec responsio confirmat 
intentum meum... Tertium dictum suum hic est quod Augustinus non vult ire 
ad intentionem meam, qui volo ut deus faciat voluntatem se facere iustam, nam 
voluntas bona et cetera. Iusta, inquit ipse, sive loquamur de iustitia naturali 
sive de iustitia gratuita, totaliter est a deo. Contra ego pono quod deus facit 
voluntatem operari iuste, qualiter scilicet operando redditur iusta principialiter a 
deo et consequenter a libero arbitrio. Iste pater dicit: Hoc falsum, quia quaelibet 
iustitia totaliter est a deo; sed iustitia actualis, quae est iusta volitio seu iuste 
velle, est optime iustitia creaturae; igitur ista totaliter est a deo. Hoc autem 
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for a just act, although Hugolino vehemently denies this. Otherwise 
we could do the just thing without God and thereby improve ourselves, 
which Hugolino thinks even Ascencius would deny.??6 Hugolino argues 
at great length against the notion that such a “habitual quality” suffices, 
which he considers the foundation of Ascencius’ position.??” Hugolino 
concludes article three of his third principium by repeating for the third 
time that it is worse to deny God's *actual causal coefficiency" than to 
deny “habitual grace.”?38 

Hugolino ends the debate in the fourth article, “concerning the coef- 
ficiency of informing grace,” where he repeats as a thesis what he had 
employed against Ascencius in his second principium: “No one fore- 
known [praescitus, i.e., destined to damnation] who has grace makes 
his act be de facto meritorious of eternal life” Apparently Ascencius 
responded in his own third principium with two claims: 


First, that someone foreknown [to damnation] merits eternal life, 
at least according to present justice. Second, that after someone 
foreknown has through grace made his act meritorious of eternal 
life, then it is necessary for that foreknown person to have merited 
eternal life by as much necessity as it is necessary for him to have 
chosen that past act.??? 


contradicit et destruit dicta eius, et per dicenda magis patet quod contradicit 
sibi.” 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium III, a. 3, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 4, 
p. 12.301-307: “Tertia propositio mea: In nullo opere iusto, etiam non meritorio 
vitae aeternae, sufficit quaedam qualitas habitualis citra gratiam cum libero arbi- 
trio. Haec est contra totam intentionem suam. Probatur: Si sic sufficeret, igitur, 
subducta totaliter coefficientia causali dei, posset mens in aliquam latitudinem 
iustitiae actualis et per istam se reddere meliorem. Consequentia patet etiam 
per eum, nam potest uti mens qualitate habituali et iuste operari, et consequens 
puto ab eo negandum.” 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium III, a. 3, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 4, 
p. 14.360-362: “Quarta propositio mea: In nullo opere meritorio sufficit voluntas 
creata et qualitas habitualis. Et in hac contradico fundamentis patris mei, et 
claudo gratiam vel caritatem, ne videar de modo influere.” 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium III, a. 3, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 4, 
p. 20.535-547. 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium III, a. 4, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 4, 
p. 20.549-558: "De coefficientia gratiae informantis sit haec prima conclusio: 
Nullus praescitus habens gratiam facit actum suum esse meritorium de facto 
vitae aeternae. Hac propositione usus fui in secundo principio arguendo con- 
tra reverendum patrem, cuius responsionem ad istam conclusionem praemitto 
ut simul probando conclusionem improbem responsionem, qua duo dicit: Pri- 
mum, quod praescitus meretur vitam aeternam, saltem secundum praesentem 
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In his third principium, Hugolino mentions in passing other statements 
that Ascencius had made in his own second principium, in order to use 
them against him: that in the state of innocence Adam was not in a state 
of grace gratum faciens, and yet he was able to love God above all things, 
since Adam was obliged to do so; that with respect to the substance of 
the act, a person who loves meritoriously from grace loves more intensely 
in a finite degree, not an infinite degree, than does a person outside of 
grace; and that “a viator cannot fulfill the substance of a commandment 
according to the intent of the Lawmaker without special help, which 
is informing grace gratum faciens,” that is, the viator cannot fulfill it 
meritoriously.?49 

Finally, Hugolino brands as false two statements that Ascencius made 
in his third principium: 


The dictum of the bachelor in his third principium is false when 
he speaks thus: Formally taking the substance of an act without 
that circumstance, namely d, grace is not the cause of that act, so 
neither is it a cause per se, as he says. For since d, as was proven, 
is nothing that can be caused by informing grace, it follows that 


grace has no effectiveness in the act in which it does not cause 
d.241 


iustitiam. Secundum, quod, postquam praescitus fecit per gratiam actum suum 
fuisse meritorium vitae aeternae, tunc tanta necessitate necesse est praescitum 
meruisse vitam aeternam quanta necesse est ipsum praeteritum actum elicuisse." 
HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium III, a. 4, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 4, 
p. 23.642-649: “Corollarium: Falsum est dictum bachalarii dicentis in secundo 
principio: Adam in statu innocentiae non fuit in gratia, scilicet gratum faciente. 
[..] Et ostendo quod reverendus pater contradicit sibi ipsi, nam haec est in 
forma ratio sua in secundo principio: ‘Adam in statu innocentiae tenebatur 
deum diligere super omnia, igitur tunc potuit deum diligere super omnia. Con- 
sequentia patet’, inquit ipse, ‘alias sequitur quod ipse tenebatur facere aliquid 
quod non potuit adimplere*."; p. 25.706-709: “Sed pono minorem suam in pro- 
pria forma in secundo principio: ‘Sed Paulus diligens meritorie et ex caritate’, 
inquit ipse, ‘non in infinitum, sed solum finite, quantum ad substantiam actus, 
intensius diligit Petro existenti extra gratiam’. Haec est sua”; p. 26.728- 133: 
“Secundum vero ponit in secundo principio et idem repetit in tertio principio 
dicens: ‘Dixi’, inquit, ‘quod substantiam praecepti secundum intentionem legis- 
latoris non potest implere viator sine speciali auxilio, quod est gratia informans, 
gratum faciens. Et secundum eum non posse implere secundum intentionem 
praecipientis est non posse meritorie.” 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium III, a. 4, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 4, 
p. 22.607-612: “Corollarium: Falsum est dictum bachalarii in tertio principio 
dicentis sic: Formaliter accipiendo substantiam actus sine tali circumstantia, 
scilicet D, gratia non est illius actus causa, igitur nec per se causa, ut inquit 
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'The reverend father says something false and contradicts himself 
saying in the third principium that he did not say that two plea- 
sures, a and 6, a meritorious and b not meritorious, are not of the 
same genus, let alone species. That they are of the same species 
is clear from his statements. ?4? 


Hugolino does not return to Ascencius in his fourth principium. 

There is, however, the second subject on which Hugolino debated 
Ascencius: degrees of perfection. It would not be prudent to treat this 
discussion here, however, because this was the main topic of Ascencius’ 
junior confrére John of Ripa in his own first principium from a few 
years later.244 Since Ascencius appears explicitly as one of John of 
Ripa's adversaries in the latter's Determinationes,** it will eventually 
be necessary to revisit Ascencius, John of Ripa, and other theologians 
of the 1350s in order to present Ascensius’ view of the issue of degrees 
of perfection more fully and in context. 


10 Hugolino Malabranca of Orvieto, Augustinian Friar 


Hugolino Malabranca of Orvieto was the only bachelor of the Sentences 
in 1348-1349 about whom we are certain that he was not from the King- 
dom of France. Hugolino was probably born in the early 1310s. The Au- 
gustinian provincial chapter of Rome, meeting at Monte Cimino, sent 
him to the Paris studium in 1334 for three years, and in 1338 he was back 
teaching in Orvieto. In May 1343 the General Chapter assigned him, 
rather far in advance, to lecture on the Sentences at Paris as third in the 


ipse. Nam cum D, ut probatum est, non sit aliquid causabile a gratia informante, 
sequitur quod gratia in actu in quo non causat D nullam habet efficientiam. Hoc, 
an sit sane dictum, ipse viderit.” 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium III, a. 4, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 4, 
p. 25.689: “Corollarium tertium: Falsum dicit pater reverendus et sibi ipsi con- 
tradicit dicendo in tertio principio se non dixisse duas dilectiones A B, meritoriam 
A et non meritoriam B, non esse eiusdem speciei nedum generis. Quod enim sint 
eiusdem speciei apud dicta sua patet" 

For pertinent passages, see HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium I, ed. 
ECKERMANN, vol. 1, p. 11.12-13; a. 1, p. 16.193-196; a. 4, pp. 36.140-149, 
38.192-194, 38.206-208, 39.225-229, and 39.237-250; Principium II, vol. 3, 
p. 5.4-7; a. 1, pp. 9.104-111, 9.118-119, 9-10.127-140, and 10-11.164-172; a. 2, 
p. 12.198; Principium III, a. 1, vol. 4, p. 5.91-101. 

IOHANNES DE RIPA, Quaestio de gradu supremo, ed. A. COMBES and P. VIGNAUX 
(Textes philosophiques du Moyen Áge, 12), Paris 1964. 

IOHANNES DE RIPA, Determinationes, ed. A. COMBES (Textes philosophiques du 
Moyen Age, 4), Paris 1957. 
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triennium after the next General Chapter of 1345, apparently 1347-1348, 
but he ended up lecturing in 1348-1349. With papal support, Hugolino 
became master of theology in 1352. Later he played a prominent role 
in establishing the Faculty of Theology at Bologna in 1364-1368, be- 
fore serving as prior general of the Augustinians in 1368-1371. On 10 
February 1371 he was appointed Latin patriarch of Constantinople, ad- 
ministering the diocese of Rimini, and he died at the end of 1373.246 

Hugolino of Orvieto's principia, and indeed all of his questions on 
the Sentences, have been available in a critical edition for some time. 
Hugolino must have been the tenth and last socius to incept in the 
1348-1349 academic year. In his first principium he cites by number 
and/or by order or college eight of the nine bachelors described above, 
1-4, 6, and 9 by number and the bachelors of the Sorbonne and of the 
Cistercians, the Dominicans, and the Franciscans. That is, only Master 
Laurence d'Yves is left out, the socius who receives the least attention 
from Ceffons as well. There is no indication in Hugolino's or Ceffons' 
other principia that anyone incepted after Hugolino, and it may be that 
the Augustinian traditionally went last and that ten had become the 
standard number of bachelors participating in the principial debates, as 
was the case in 1344-1345 and would be in 1369-1370. 

In his principial sermons, Pierre Ceffons complained about his socii 
fitting their discussions into rigid structures, not only in their prin- 
cipia, but also in their questions in general.?^ This structure is clear in 
Hugolino's questions. Ceffons, in contrast, resisted this tendency, with 
the result that it is much more difficult to follow his text in general 
and his principia in particular. Given that Hugolino’s text is widely 
available, no doctrinal discussion is necessary here. 


Note: Evidence for the Repetition of the 1348-1349 
Sentences Lectures in 1351-1352 


Strangely, when Pope Clement VI wrote the chancellor of Paris on 31 
March 1352 to urge him to promote Ascensius de Sainte-Colombe to 
master, should he be worthy, the pope described him as having worked 
long and hard at the study of theology and actu legens the Sentences at 


246 On Hugolino, see A. ZUMKELLER, Hugolin von Orvieto und seine theolo- 


gische Erkenntnislehre (Cassiciacum, 9), Würzburg 1941, and Schwerpunkte 
und Wirkungen des Sentenzenkommentars Hugolins von Orvieto O.E.S.A., 
ed. W. ECKERMANN (Cassiciacum, 42), Würzburg 1990. 


?" See my forthcoming edition with Duba and Maga. 
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Paris, reiterating that, once he finished and passed the tests, he could 
be licensed. Since mendicants did not read the Sentences at Paris 
twice, it would seem prima facie that the papal curia misunderstood the 
tenor of the Franciscan Ascencius’ petition, which prompted Clement's 
letter.249 

Nevertheless, there is other circumstantial evidence that Ascencius 
indeed read the Sentences twice at Paris. In Pierre Ceffons' personal 
correspondence there is a letter from his friend and fellow Cistercian 
Simon de Vauluisant dated Avignon, late July or August 1351, in which 
Simon remarks that Ceffons is about to begin the Sentences, wishes he 
could attend the classes, but hopes that “quickly after the lectures with 
God's grace your magisterial glory will appear.”?°° Moreover, in asking 
the pope to urge the chancellor of Paris to promote Hugolino of Orvieto 
to master of theology, on 11 July 1352, Remigius of Florence, bishop of 
Ferrara, wrote as if Hugolino (whose Lectura notata dates to 1352) had 
more recently finished lecturing on the Sentences, rather than three years 


248 There is a summary in CUP III, no. 1203, p. 13, and I have verified it from 


ASV, Reg. Vat. 209, f. 99v, no. 462 (with the correct date): “Cum itaque, sicut 
exhibita nobis proparte dilecti filii Austencii de Sancta Columba Ordinis Fratrum 
Minorum in sacra theologia bacallarii peticio continebat, idem Austentius, qui 
eiusdem theologie studio longis temporibus insudavit, adeo in ipsius theologie 
scientia iam profecerit quod digne meretur honorem magisterii recipere in ea- 
dem, ipseque librum Sententiarum nunc Parisius actu legat, nos, de premissis 
ac sufficientia et ydoneitate dicti Austentii noticiam non habentes, discrecioni 
tue, de qua specialem in Domino fiduciam obtinemus, eiusdem Austentii sup- 
plicationibus inclinati, per apostolica scripta mandamus quatenus, si eundem 
Austencium, finito cursu lectionis dicti libri, per tuam et aliorum magistrorum 
in dicta scientia existentium in studio supradicto, prout est in talibus fieri con- 
suetum, diligentem examinationem ad hoc sufficientem et alias ydoneum esse 
repereris, non obstantibus... magistralem honorem conferas et docendi licentiam 
auctoritate nostra concedas.” 

KALUZA, "La nature des écrits de Jean de Ripa," p. 282, n. 77, hints that instead 
of Paris it could have been Amiens. 

Simon de Vauluisant to Pierre Ceffons, London, British Library, Harley 2667, 
f. 135vb; Saint-Omer, Bibliothèque d'Agglomération de Saint-Omer, 676, f. 67r: 
“Ceterum, carissime, nunc vobis calamum subtraho, cum sitis in proximo Sen- 
tentias incepturus et utinam presens essem corpore vocem illam dulcissimam, 
doctrinam fructuosissimam et facetiam re latissimam delectabilius auditurus... 
In hoc tamen consolor, quia satiabor plenius, cum videlicet cito post lecturam 
apparebit Dei gratia vestra gloria magistralis.” The date of the letter can be 
established by a reference to an extant papal letter dated 1 July 1351 that Si- 
mon says left Avignon on 8 July, before referring to an event of the 16th of “this 
month." 
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before: qui ordinarie Parisius legit Sententias et est per suum Ordinem 
bacalarius ad magisterium presentatus.??! 

There is an explanation for what seems like the repetition of the lec- 
tures of Ascensius and Ceffons, even if Hugolino did not. Papal letters 
from 1351 and 1352 record assertions by Franciscans and Dominicans 
that they lacked bachelors of theology at their Paris convents except for 
the one actu legens Sententias, so the convents were having trouble ful- 
filling their academic obligations. On 28 May 1351, Pope Clement wrote 
in support of the Franciscan Bernard de Pacterio's being allowed to read 
the Sentences at Paris during the summer, the justification being that 
in the Paris convent “there is no formed bachelor remaining to pursue 
the scholastic acts and disputations of the masters as is customary"??? 
On 4 May 1352 Clement wrote a very similar letter to the chancellor on 
behalf of the Dominican William Romanus.?? It is thus possible that 
the departure of students from Paris occasioned by the Black Death re- 
sulted in at least some theologians having to lecture again in 1351-1352, 
the first year that had not been planned in advance by 1348, since the 
religious orders generally assigned their Paris lecturers three years ahead 
of time. 


III: The Nuts and Bolts of Principial Debates 


One of the reasons for this book is that we know so little about how the 
practice of principial disputations worked that we need to gather as much 
information as we can glean from actual principia. Jean de Mirecourt’s, 
Hugolino of Orvieto’s, and Pierre Ceffons’ principia allow us to test 
what we read in the later statutes and to fil in the blanks in those 
statutes. According to Parisian statutes of the middle decades of the 
fourteenth century, the first principia were to be held between the feast 
of the Exaltation of the Cross, 14 September, and the feast of St Denis, 
9 October, immediately after which normal teaching began. Starting 
with the Carmelite, only one bachelor could hold a principium on any 
given day, and since not all days were legible, there were stipulations 


251 CUP III, p. 15, no. 1209. The corresponding papal letter to the chancellor is in 


ASV, Reg. Vat. 212, f. 318r, no. 749, and Reg. Aven. 120, f. 566r. 

252 ASV, Reg. Vat. 209, f. 3r, no. 1; Reg. Aven. 119, f. 258r: *.. dictus conventus 
nullo in eo formato bachallario remanente ad consequendum actus scolasticos 
et disputationes magistrorum sicut est fieri consuetum...” Cf. the summary in 
CUP III, p. 9, no. 1198. 

253 ASV, Reg. Vat. 209, f. 144r, no. 637; summary in CUP III, p. 14, no. 1206. 
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for the eventuality that not all bachelors finished before the deadline, 
with regular classes forbidden until all principia were finished. It seems 
that the order of those giving the principia was based on the order of 
their having become bachelor, except that the religious orders had quasi 
immutabilia positions ab antiquo. Nevertheless, this order seems to have 
been established between 1338-1339 and 1344-1345.2°4 In addition, 
while in 1378 the Franciscan Peter of Candia gave his first principium 
on Friday 24 September, the eight legible day and thus close to where 
we would expect, he started his Sentences lectures proper on Tuesday 
28 September. 297 meaning that rather than wait until after 9 October, 
lectures began on the first legible day after the tenth and final bachelor 
had given his first principium. At any rate, afterwards the Carmelite was 
to hold his second principium on the first legible day in January, after 
the lectures on book I had been completed, then the third on 1 March 
and the fourth on 1 May, always followed by the other bachelors.?°° 

We have seen in the case of the years 1344-1345 and 1348-1349 that 
the sequence in the first principium was maintained in the other three, 
and it appears that no two bachelors gave a principium on the same day. 
Unlike in the case of the first principium, it would have been impossible 
for the Faculty of Theology to suspend all other activities during the 
periods of the other three principia, so the second, third, and fourth 
principia were merely delivered outside the times of normal Sentences 
lectures. 

'The statutes of the Faculty of Theology of Bologna from the 1360s 
are more detailed and, although there are differences, in some ways they 
probably reflect earlier Parisian practice from the 1340s, especially since 
Hugolino of Orvieto himself had a hand in drawing them up. The tech- 
nical term “incipit” is employed for the sequence of the first principia. 
All students and masters in the Faculty of Theology were required to 
attend each first principium, although apparently not the other three, 
for reasons just suggested. Each principium consisted of a brief colla- 
tio on sacred doctrine or the books of the Sentences, a protestatio, and 


254 For the order in 1338-1339, when the Franciscan went third, see W.O. DUBA, 
The Forge of Doctrine. The Academic Year 1330-31 and the Rise of Scotism at 
the University of Paris (Studia Sententiarum, 2), Turnhout 2017, pp. 60-61. 
W.J. COURTENAY, “Theological Bachelors at Paris on the Eve of the Papal 
Schism. The Academic Environment of Peter of Candia," in Philosophical De- 
bates at Paris in the Early Fourteenth Century, ed. S. BROWN, T. DEWENDER, 
T. KoBuscH (Studien und Texte zur Geistesgeschichte des Mittelalters, 102), 
Leiden 2009, pp. 921-952, at pp. 946-947. 

256 CUP II nos. 1088, p. 692, and 1189, p. 700. 
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then a quaestio. One late codex states that the bachelor would have to 
show his master each principium before oral delivery, for correction and 
approval, suggesting that some sort of written version already existed. 
The statutes say that someone proponit quaestionem, and a variant has 
it that proponitur quaestio, so it is not clear who decided on the ques- 
tion. Bachelors were allowed to attack their socii on occasion in their 
regular lectures on the Sentences, but they were advised to do this in 
the principia and in the final lecture, in which each also introduced the 
bachelor to take his place the following October. They were also to take 
care not to say anything suspect or dangerous.?57 

The collatio, protestatio, and the quaestio are all present in Jean de 
Mirecourt’s and Pierre Ceffons’ principia, or at least indicated in the 
case of the protestatio.?? (The actual protestatio is omitted in our 
texts, but from fifteenth-century Vienna we have several examples of 
the full protestatio.???) Mirecourt links his questions to the collationes 
explicitly, using the first-person-singular quaero, as Paul of Perugia used 
moveo, and yet he also refers to the proposita quaestio, a phrase that 
does not seem common in Sentences questions proper. At present, I 
will only say that in his second principium Mirecourt relates that his 
socius, John of Blois, had left something to the determination of the 
masters: ^I don't know why he did this, because it follows clearly from 
his statements and he conceded it in his principium in the fourth thesis 
of the second argument "260 


I piu antichi Statuti della Facoltà teologica dell'Università di Bologna, cc. 1, 6, 
and 15, ed. F. EHRLE (Universitatis Bononiensis Monumenta, 1), Bologna 1932, 
pp. 9-10, 20-23, 46-47. On the lectio and sermo finalis, using the examples 
of Remigio dei Girolami, Landolfo Caracciolo and Pierre Ceffons, see W. DUBA 
and C. SCHABEL, *Remigio, Scotus, Auriol, and the Myth of the Two-Year Sen- 
tences Lecture at Paris," in Recherches de Théologie et Philosophie Médiévales 
84 (2017), pp. 143-179. 

E.g., IOHANNES DE MERCURIA, Principium II, Lilienfeld, Stiftsbibliothek 148, 
f. 151rb: “Quia in collatione sit mentio de productione creaturarum, ideo in 
principio secundi quaero quaestionem istam: utrum quaecumque realitas finita 
a Deo «sit» realiter et effective producta... Pro solutione istius quaestionis, 
praemissis protestationibus consuetis et terminorum quibusdam propositis, pono 
breviter...” 

See Ueli Zahnd’s paper in this book for later protestationes. 

JOHANNES DE MERCURIA, Principium II, Lilienfeld, Stiftsbibliothek 148, f. 
155rb: “Et hoc alias intuleram contra venerabilem socium. Hoc tamen dimisit 
in principio suo determinationi magistrorum. Nescio quare sic facit, quia hoc 
sequitur ex dictis suis evidenter et hoc concessit in suo principio, conclusione 
quarta secundi argumenti.” 
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Supposedly, after the principial lecture, the bachelor would give a 
replicatio or reply to the theses of his socii and then respond to their 
replicationes against him.?6! At the beginning of Ceffons' first principium 
he remarks: “In responding to this question... a thesis will be posited, 
then a multiplex replicatio, and last the evasion of the replicationes??0? 
In his fourth principium Ceffons recalls a magna replicatio.?6? Perhaps 
a closer analysis of the texts will shed more light on how exactly this 
worked, but we have some indications about how it happened. For ex- 
ample, concerning the position of his Dominican socius, Hugolino says: 
^One could bring up several other points, but I said these so that the 
father might teach me what his intention is.”?64 Ceffons makes a similar 
statement about his own position: “I won't mention these, unless my 
master forces me "265 

'The order in which the bachelors incepted was not without repercus- 
sions. Mirecourt the Cistercian incepted after his Benedictine socius, so 
in the first principium we find Mirecourt responding to John of Blois’ 
first principium, in the second Mirecourt responds to the Norman's se- 
cond, and in the third Mirecourt replies to the third. Mirecourt remarks 
in his third principium that he will reply in greater depth in his fourth 
principium, God willing.?96 Since Mirecourt would also have the last 
word, after the Benedictine's fourth principium, this is hardly fair, and 
John of Blois let Mirecourt know it, as we read in Mirecourt's final 
principium: 


This is clear via my venerable socius, who posited six theses on 
this matter in his third principium, and he proved it with certain 
arguments. I argued against these theses in my third principium 


261 
262 


See, e.g., TRAPP, “Peter Ceffons of Clairvaux," p. 141, n. 7. 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium I, Troyes 62, f. 3va: “Respondendo ad hanc quaes- 
tionem, non nimis curiose innitendo proprietati sermonis, sed [sed] modo usi- 
tando loquendo, quia sic etiam volunt magistri nostri, ponetur una conclusio, 
deinde multiplex replicatio, et ultimo replicationum evasio.” 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium IV, Troyes 62, f. 211va: “Unde et contra ponentes 
plures deos non dependentes ad invicem dictum fuit pro magna replicatione quod 
isti faciebant substantiam inconnexam.” 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium I, a. 4, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 1, 
p. 36.135-136: “Plura alia possunt adduci, sed haec dixi, ut pater doceat me, 
quae sit intentio sua.” 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium III, Troyes 62, f. 188vb: “De quibus taceo nisi 
magister meus me cogat." 

JOHANNES DE MERCURIA, Principium III, Lilienfeld, Stiftsbibliothek 148, 
f. 256rb: “Ad argumenta vero per quae venerabilis socius probat oppositum 
et omnium praedictorum responsale in quarto principio, Domino concedente." 
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through 16 main means. He has responded to these arguments in 
his fourth principium. Without doubt, none of my arguments ap- 
pears to have been solved — and I speak with all due respect — and 
I would willingly have replied to the solutions given, but because 
the venerable socius does not have another principium to do, he 
wrote me that I should not reply further so that he would not 
have to work again for the solutions to the arguments. And so, 
acquiescing to him, for now I propose merely to solve his argu- 
ments with which he proved the aforesaid six theses in his third 
principium.?°" 


The reference to John of Blois writing to Mirecourt provokes the main 
remaining question: to what extent did written material play a role 
in the principial debates? This is not easy to answer, in part because 
surviving principia could have been and probably were revised after 
the fact. Thus when Mirecourt replies in his first principium to his 
Benedictine socius’ “first and second theses of his second article,” we 
do not know if this is a specification made later.?® Yet in Mirecourt’s 
second principium we find a passage that leaves no doubt: 


Against this solution I argue first, because the venerable socius 
posited to me that I did not report his major, but rather omitted 
[part of] it, namely “except to avoid contempt of God.” Without 
doubt I do not recall whether in delivering my principium I uttered 
this major without that added or with that added, but I do know 
what I handed in writing (scripto) to the venerable socius, and it 
appears in his notebook (quaterno), and it was my intention to 
utter this orally.?°° 
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IOHANNES DE MERCURIA, Principium IV, Lilienfeld, Stiftsbibliothek 148, 
f. 292ra: *Illud patet per venerabilem socium, qui de illa materia posuit 6 conclu- 
siones in suo tertio principio et probavit per certas rationes. Contra conclusiones 
illas arguebam in tertio principio meo et per 16 media principalia. Ad quae ar- 
gumenta respondit in suo quarto principio. Sine dubio nullum argumentum 
meum videtur mihi — cum reverentia loquor — esse solutum, et libenter con- 
tra solutiones datas replicassem. Sed ex hoc venerabilis socius non habet aliud 
principium facere, scripsit mihi quod non plus replicarem ne pro solutionibus 
argumentorum haberet iterato laborare. Et ideo, acquiescendo sibi, propono pro 
nunc solum solvere rationes suas per quas in tertio principio suo probavit 6 con- 
clusiones praedictas. Verum est quod materiam istam non tractavi a proposito 
nisi solum contra ipsum arguendo usque nunc. Sed intentionis meae est tractare 
radicem istius difficultatis continue usque ad finem lecturae.” 

See above, n. 69. 

IOHANNES DE MERCURIA, Principium II, Lilienfeld, Stiftsbibliothek 148, f. 152rb: 
“Contra istam solutionem arguo primo, quia venerabilis socius posuit mihi quod 
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Mirecourt does not remember whether he actually said a phrase in his 
first principium, but the phrase was included in the written material 
he gave to the Benedictine bachelor beforehand, and the proof lies in 
the Benedictine's notebook. On the other hand, in the same second 
principium Mirecourt accused John of Blois of adding something orally 
that had not been given in writing: 


Without doubt the venerable socius now adds a form that he did 
not add at first, because he never posited that in his argument, as is 
clear through his scriptum, and so it still stands that the argument 
in the form in which he proposes it concludes the opposite of his 
second principal thesis.?"? 


In his third principium, Mirecourt remarks that the Benedictine did not 
answer the arguments from Mirecourt's second principium, “nor did he 
send anything written to me on this matter," so the Cistercian assumes 
he has won the argument.?"! 

The riches of Jean de Mirecourt’s principia will only be fully appar- 
ent with the forthcoming publication of the critical edition, but much 
more information is provided by the “principial cohort" of 1348-1349, to 
use William Courtenay's term. Although the versions of Hugolino's and 
Ceffons’ principia that have come down to us date from the early 1350s, 
the verb *incipit" here refers to the order of the first principia, and 
Hugolino mentions that the Franciscan bachelor (Ascensius) attacked 
him incidentally pridie, so an oral element definitely remains.?7 In- 
deed, the bachelors make occasional references to the audience. For 


ego non cepi maiorem suam, sed dimisi eandem, scilicet ‘nisi ad vitandum con- 
temptum Dei. Sine dubio non recordor utrum proferendo principium meum 
protulerim istam maiorem sine illo addito vel cum illo addito, sed bene scio 
quod ego tradidi in scripto venerabili socio, et apparet in quaterno suo, et erat 
intentionis meae hoc in voce protulisse.” 

IOHANNES DE MERCURIA, Principium II, Lilienfeld, Stiftsbibliothek 148, 
f. 152vb: “Sine dubio venerabilis socius addit modo formam quam primo non 
addidit, quia numquam ipse posuerat illud in argumento suo, ut patet per scrip- 
tum, et ideo semper stat quod argumentum in forma qua proponit illud concludit 
oppositum suae secundae conclusionis principalis." 

JOHANNES DE MERCURIA, Principium III, Lilienfeld, Stiftsbibliothek 148, 
f. 256rb: *.. et ideo in principio meo secundo inquaesivi quae esset illa gra- 
tia, et argui contra eum diffuse. Et ad argumenta mea non respondit, nec de illa 
materia misit mihi aliquid scriptum. Et ideo, quia credo quod hoc non fecit sine 
causa, volui plus de ista materia contra ipsum replicare.” 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium I, a. 4, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 1, 
p. 39.226-227: “.. de hoc dicto a me alias incidentaliter bachalarius Minorum 
me pridie impugnavit...” 
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example, Hugolino says at one point, Audivistis, “You heard it,”?"? and 
on ten occasions Ceffons remarks, Videtis, “You see”?74 Examples of 
what happened or is happening in hís scolis are not infrequent. Thus 
there was always a special kind of audience present, beyond the normal 
group of students. As mentioned, however, in principia II, III, and IV, 
the Bologna statutes imply that attendence was not mandatory, which 
makes sense, since the normal classes were apparently not interrupted. 
Thus at least for the last three principia each bachelor sent his socii in 
writing all or part of what he would say or had said. 

In Hugolino's third principium, concerning Ascensius, he says: “Thus 
I want to go through each and every one of his statements, which he sent 
me anew in this form"??? In his fourth principium, regarding Ceffons, 
Hugolino remarks: *Likewise, his reply against me from his third prín- 
cipium, which he sent me, contains in sum three items.” Ceffons 
himself relates that he “said and wrote" something for a socius “on a 
slip of paper," in quadam cedula.2" Several times in his third princi- 
pium Ceffons explicitly states that he will present the opinions of others 
de verbo ad verbum, and usually these quotations run for several pages. 
These passages from different socii even contain different forms of ad- 
dress for Ceffons himself, as Pierre of Clairvaux, Pierre, the bachelor of 
Saint-Bernard, and so on. One can even detect the different stylistic 
preferences of the various socii whom Ceffons quotes verbatim. These 
socii, moreover, quote Ceffons in turn within the material that Ceffons 
cites. At the end of these lengthy passages, Ceffons will say something 
like “Haec ille" 

The availability of at least something in writing even before the first 
principium is suggested by the later statute that the bachelors had to 
get the approval of their masters beforehand. The extensive written 
materials of the bachelors for the later principia allowed their socii to 
catch them equivocating or contradicting themselves, as Hugolino points 
out: “But if he sees that his statements are contradictory, he must ask 


273 HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium I, a. 4, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 1, 


p. 40.268. 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium I, Troyes 62, f. 4rb; Principium III, ff. 186rb 
(2x), 187va, 188va, 189ra, and 190vb (2x); Principium IV, ff. 207va and 208va. 
HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium III, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 4, p. 6.101; 
see below, n. 282. 

HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium IV, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 4, 
p. 148.293. 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium IV, Troyes 62, f. 209vb: “Dixi quoque et scripsi 
ei in quadam cedula quod...” 
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which part is true, not defend the other, and in the meantime assert 
neither??75 Ceffons is perhaps apologetic to a socius at one point: “I 
argued in this way in scolis, although I did not correct what I sent to 
him”? Elsewhere Ceffons states, as he often does, that he has replied to 
an argument in his normal lectures on the Sentences, but admits that his 
socius “Did not have this in scriptis.’°° Hugolino verifies that Ceffons 
refuted his position in his lectures,?5! and elsewhere Hugolino complains 
that the Franciscan Ascencius did not include arguments in what he 
had distributed in writing: ^He made no mention of this argument in 
his scriptis, therefore. And similarly for many others... So I want to go 
through each and every one of his statements that he sent me anew...”°? 

'These written versions could be used in one's defense, as does Ceffons: 
^ Against me, he says that I granted that God makes sin, and yet God 
does not sin. Here, with all due respect, I did not say that God makes 
sin, but rather the complete opposite, as is clear in scripto??59? And 
again: *I say here that I don't recall having written that consequence in 
the proper form anywhere"?9^ Once more: “I say here that I said these 


278 HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium III, a. 4, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 4, 


p. 31.903-905: “Sed si ipse videt dicta sua esse contradictoria, debet inquirere 
quae pars sit vera, et alteram non defendere, et interim neutram asserere? Cf. 
Principium III, a. 4, p. 26.722. 
PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium IV, Troyes 62, f. 208va: “Et sic argui ego in scolis, 
quamvis non correxerim illud quod ei misi." 
PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium IV, Troyes 62, f. 210va-b: “Dicit ulterius quod 
secundam eius rationem non solvi... Ad hoc argumentum dixi ego alias etiam in 
quadam lectione in scolis tractando istam materiam serios<i>us quod... [210vb] 
. Sed hoc non habuit in scriptis" Cf. Principium II, f. 84vb: “Hoc etiam in 
quibusdam lectionibus intendo declarare"; Principium IV, f. 210ra: “Dico etiam, 
sicut alias diffuse in quadam lectione in scolis declaravi" and *.. et alias in una 
lectione declaravi...”; f. 211rb: “Nam ostendi semel in una lectione...” 
HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium IV, a. 1, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 4, 
pp. 141-142.96-97: *.. quia primo posui et post tempus iste pater in suis lec- 
tionibus eam subtiliter, sed non veraciter, reprobavit.” 
HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Principium III, a. 1, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 4, 
p. 6.97-101: *De ista ratione nullam facit mihi mentionem in scriptis; igitur. Et 
similiter de multis aliis, quia concessit quod forma substantialis, ut anima, non 
erat alicuius speciei. Ideo volo percurrere dicta sua omnia et singula quae misit 
mihi noviter sub hac forma etc." 
PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium III, Troyes 62, f. 188rb: “Dicit secundo contra me 
quod ego concessi quod Deus facit peccatum, et tamen Deus non peccet. Hic, 
salva gratia, non «dixi» [dicitur] quod Deus facit peccatum, immo dixi totum 
oppositum, ut patet in scripto.” 
PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium III, Troyes 62, f. 190vb: “Dico hic quod nullibi 
scripsisse me recordor illam consequentiam in propria forma.” 
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things and I say them still, as is clear, because I wrote them verbatim."?55 


In the third principium, Ceffons complains about a socius: ^But it seems 
here, first, that his gloss is far from my [copy of his] text, as is clear in 
reciting both statements,”?#6 but in the fourth principium he has to 
repeat himself: 


This father glossed one of his statements against which I had ar- 
gued. But I said to him that his gloss is far from the text. He says 
that it isn't. But I say that, saving his grace, as it seems... and 
because of the tedium, I will not recite everything, but it should be 
inspected diligently or he should recite the text and his gloss.?57 


In the 1340s, then, we have what William Duba has described as a paper 
debate, with the availability of cheap writing materials dictating in part 
the procedure that was followed ZPP With the increased durability of 
paper as time passed, principial notebooks like that of John of Blois 
must have survived in greater numbers, and hopefully the contributors 
to this book will find some of them. 

Concluding with the nuts and bolts, the bachelors are always superfi- 
cially polite in their principia, with all due respect to their socii, whom 
they refer to as reverend or venerable fathers or masters, and even men- 
dicants who are not masters of arts are called masters in this context. 
Then after refuting their socii, sometimes with ridicule and sarcasm, 
they conclude that what they said, or the way they represented their 
socii, was submitted for correction. At this stage of the research, I must 
say something similar, mutatis mutandis. 


Conclusion 


At one point in his third principium Pierre Ceffons faced the question 
why he had adopted the persona of a philosopher to defend an opinion 


?5 PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium IV, Troyes 62, f. 207rb: “Dico hic quod haec dixi 


et adhuc dico, sicut patet, quia ea de verbo ad verbum scripsi...” 

PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium III, Troyes 62, f. 190vb: “Sed hic primo videtur 
quod ista glosa longe est a textu meo, ut patet utrumque dictum recitando etc.” 
PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium IV, Troyes 62, f. 209va: “Item, hic pater glosavit 
unum dictum suum contra quod argueram. Sed ego ei dixi quod glosa sua longe 
est a textu. Dicit quod non est. Sed ego dico quod, salva gratia, ut videtur, 
et propter taedium, non recito omnia, sed diligenter inspiciatur aut per eum 
recitetur textus et glosa sua et applicet etc." 

Paper is the basis of his recent book The Forge of Doctrine. 
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that he professed to be false, that all things happen of necessity. He 
replied as follows: 


I assumed the persona of a philosopher for the sake of exercise, or 
I said this because such a philosopher could add more color. I said 
this for the investigation of the truth, to see how the reverend fa- 
thers and socii would convince such a philosopher with philosoph- 
ical or natural arguments, and to see whether it is purely believed 
that not everything happens of necessity, or at least whether it ap- 
proaches something [purely] believed, and how much and in what 
way it is distant from something purely believed. It is the same 
as if now I assumed the persona of Aristotle saying that the world 
existed from eternity in order to see how one could argue convinc- 
ingly for the opposite with natural reasoning so that it would be 
seen whether it is purely believed.?°9 


Reading the four principia of the Cistercian Pierre Ceffons, the modern 
philosopher, as opposed to theologian, can have the sense that the gulf 
of six and a half centuries evaporates, that perhaps Ceffons can speak to 
us without being completely lost in translation. Ceffons' replies to the 
attacks of his socii bring out all the fideistic and skeptical currents that 
are often said to exist in fourteenth-century thought. Ceffons is such a 
complicated writer, however, and principia such a complex genre, that 
it is impossible not to wonder whether half of what he says is tongue- 
in-cheek and, if so, which half. Should we believe his protestatio that he 
does not believe that everything happens of necessity, especially when his 
response to the accusation that no philosophers ever held his position is 
to explain that philosophers often say what society wants to hear, rather 
than what they really believe? 

There is no doubt that the Cistercian Pierre Ceffons was unusual for 
his time. Nevertheless, the principial genre and the particular nature 
of Ceffons’ principia may simply create an illusion that he thought as 


289 PETRUS CEFFONS, Principium III, Troyes 62, ff. 185vb-186ra: “Cum autem 


quaeritur sumendo personam meam absolute cur hoc dixi quod assero esse fal- 
sum, dico hic quod illud gratia [186ra] exercisii assumpsi in persona philosophi, 
seu dixi quod plus talis colorare posset etc. Et hoc dixi ad investigationem ve- 
ritatis, ad videndum qualiter per reverendos patres et socios convinceretur talis 
philosophus per rationes philosophicas vel naturales, et ad videndum utrum sit 
pure creditum non omnia evenire de necessitate, vel saltem utrum appropinquet 
ad creditum, et quantum vel qualiter distat a pure credito. Et est simile sicut si 
modo sumerem personam Aristotelis dicendo mundum fuisse ab aeterno ad vi- 
dendum qualiter oppositum per rationem naturalem convinceretur ut videretur 
an sit pure creditum vel etc." 
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some people do today. The principia format allowed, perhaps even en- 
couraged, Ceffons to adopt the persona of a philosopher and do pure 
and almost unhindered philosophy in a theological setting, but it could 
have all been part of the game. The same can be said for Nicholas 
of Autrecourt’s famous claims about causality, and even Jean de Mire- 
court interjects on behalf of his Benedictine socius that perhaps he did 
not mean it: “In these and in other things he did not intend to con- 
clude anything, but only to argue, as he indeed protested in his [first] 
principium."?°0 The fact that Pierre Ceffons obviously did not have the 
time or opportunity to polish his principia for publication does provide 
us with material that is more raw, more personal, than usual, seemingly 
further narrowing the chasm between the fourteenth and the twenty- 
first centuries. This does not necessarily mean, however, that Ceffons 
can communicate to a modern secular reader. After all, it is not just 
in his protest at the start of his first principium and at the end of his 
fourth principium that Ceffons declares his faith, but throughout his 
text, throughout his questions on the four books of the Sentences, and 
throughout his treatises, sermons, and personal letters. 


200 TOHANNES DE MERCURIA, Principium III, Lilienfeld, Stiftsbibliothek 148, 


f. 254rb-va: “In his et aliis ipse nihil intendit concludere, sed arguere praecise, 
sicut bene protestatus est in suo [254va] principio.” 
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Principial Sermons of Ascencius of 
Saint-Colombe, OFM 


Cesare Cenci, *Sermoni del mag. Ascensio di Santa Colomba," pp. 307, 
317—318, and 323-325, has found various principia in theology attributed 
to Ascencius of Saint-Colombe in MSS Aix-en-Provence, Bibliothéque 
Méjanes 1312 and Firenze, Biblioteca Riccardiana 406. Of these, two in 
the Aix codex match the last two of the three principia in MS Graz, Uni- 
versitatsbibliothek 836, which Stegmüller had noted in the entry on As- 
cencius in his Reportorium, on ff. 181r-192v and 192v-197v, respectively, 
in the Aix witness. MS Graz, Universitatsbibliothek 836, ff. 75ra—89ra, 
contains three sermons, labelled in rubrics: (1) Sermo de lotione pedum 
(f. 75ra, in the upper margin in a much later hand; cena Domini in the 
margin in a medieval hand 2); (2) Principium magistri Astensii Ordinis 
Minorum quando ipse legit Sententias Parisius (f. 80ra, in a medieval 
cursive hand) and Istud principium fecit reverendus baccalarius frater 
Astensius de Sancto Columba Ordinis Fratrum Minorum (f. 80ra, in 
the lower margin in a medieval hand 2); (3) Collatio facta per eundem 
(f. 86vb, in the margin in the same book hand as the text). Sermons 
nos. 2 and 3 have the same thema: Ecce prandium meum paravi (Mt 
22.4), perhaps a pun on his name, Ascensius, and no. 2 continues with 
Si multis oculis elevatis, perhaps also a pun. Sermon no. 1, however, 
has the theme Si non lavero te, non habebis partem mecum (Io 13.8), 
but the sermon contains references to prandio and elevari. In addition, 
sermons nos. 1 and 3 begin with addresses to the audience, Karissimi 
domini patres and Reverendi et karissimi domini mei respectively, while 
sermon no. 2 addresses vestrae reverentiae (f. 80ra) and karissimi (f. 
82rb) within the text. Thus all three seem to be principial sermons and 
it cannot be ruled out that the first sermon, like nos. 2 and 3, is by 
Ascencius. 

Nos. 2 and 3 certainly are his, but despite the cursive rubric's claim 
that no. 2 comes from “Master Ascencius" while he lectured on the 
Sentences at Paris, it is either a principium in theologia by the new 
master or the principium from his bachelor lectures on the Bible, given 
the address to “your reverence”: Hoc autem pro tanto in Sacrae Scrip- 
turae commendationis exordio vestrae duxi reverentiae praeponendum (f. 
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80rb). There is one reference to the Magister Sententiarum in sermon 2 
(f. 81rb), but it seems that the topic is the Bible: 


Quamvis enim propositiones geometriae non vere permaneant in 
panis consecratione, nec dialecticae in divinorum deductione, nec 
astronomiae in solis transmutatione, in aeternum tamen permanet 
verbum tuum, Domine, in Psalmo [118.89]. Et ideo sacrarum lit- 
terarum veritatibus colla subdenda sunt ut ad intellectum quisque 
per fidem veniat, Augustinus, De baptismo parvulorum. Quili- 
bet ergo lector qui expositurus Sacram Scripturam ag- 
greditur, cum in sacrarum voluminibus aliqua velut diversas so- 
nantes sententias sollicitatur certa et inconcussa fide tenere debet 
numquam deesse, etsi non facile propter rei magnitudinem intel- 
lectus quaerentibus occurrat, Augustinus, De praedestinatione, nec 
mirum, karissimi... [f. 82rb] 


Sermon no. 3, in contrast, although it begins with a reference to the 
Bible, Reverendi et karissimi domini mei, sicut communis docet expe- 
rientia et potest per exempla multimoda in Scripturae Sacrae pagina 
declarari... (f. 86vb), contains a passage that indicates that this is 
Ascencius’ sermon before his first principium on the Sentences: 


Hoc autem pro tanto in meae collationis exordio vestrae dixi reve- 
rentiae declarandum quia prout omnibus tam ex fide quam etiam 
ex parte vocum fore suppono vestrum quilibet in hoc mundo re- 
sidens incola habet, videlicet consumare viagium ad atrium su- 
pernorum, separare ad proelium adversorum, reparare exordium 
moralium vitiorum. Iohannes autem Evangelista et Magi- 
ster Sententiarum, quorum libros Deo adiuvante propono 
legere, nobis possunt et obiciunt scripturam divinam velut quod- 
dam gratiosum et admirabile pra<n>dium per ipsos praepara- 
tum diligentissime, quod potest reficere nostram mentem. Nam re 
vera in hac praeparatione, si diligenter advertas, poteris invenire 
mensam doctrinalis expositionis, mappam generalis adornationis, 
panes virtualis roborationis, vina cordialis exustationis (pro gusta- 
tionis?), carnes internalis impinguationis, pisces spiritualis refre- 
nationis, aquam salutaris emundationis, salsam specialis separa- 
tionis, fructus visceralis recreationis, nectar specialis delectationis, 
rubas exemplaris praedicationis, vasa sanctoralis (?) receptationis, 
servitores servalis congregationis. [f. 87rb] 


Twice more Ascencius refers to John the Evangelist and the Master of 
the Sentences, so it would appear that this is indeed a principial sermon 
delivered before his Sentences lectures, probably, but not necessary, at 
Paris. 
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Traces of Jacques d’Epinal, OFM 


In his Prologue, Hugolino of Orvieto cites the Franciscan Jacques d'Épi- 
nal as arguing against Gregory of Rimini: “Et per hoc potest solvi ra- 
tio cuiusdam arguentis contra Gregorium, Jacobi de Spinalo”?% Since 
Jacques was not among the bachelors reading the Sentences in 1344-1345 
or 1348-1349, as we have seen, he must have done so in 1345-1346, 
1346-1347, or 1347-1348. Because he was already a master of theology 
by 19 May 1349,?% it is likely that he was Sententiarius in 1345-1346. 

Jacques’ Prologue is extant in Madrid, Biblioteca Histórica de la Uni- 
versidad Complutense de Madrid, 58, ff. 107va-122vb.?? This prologue 
is apparently also in Kóln, Stadtarchiv, (G.B.fol.) (Best 7002) 175, 
ff. 79ra—94vb, yet on the upper margin of f. 79r one reads Iste primus, 
secundus, et tertius pertinent fratri Woltero de Valle, and after the pro- 
logue there are indeed otherwise anonymous questions on books I, II, 
and III. The catalogue for the Köln codex treats as one set on book I 
ff. 95ra-110vb, in which Magister Jacobus is cited frequently,?9^ but the 
first question could have come from book II: (1) Utrum materia sit de 
quidditate rerum naturalium (95ra-vb). Then there are questions corre- 
sponding more to the middle of book I: (2) Utrum caritas infusa posset 
augeri continue (95vb-96rb); (3) Utrum haec sit possibilis sive conce- 
denda: ‘Solus Pater est omnipotens! (96rb-vb); (4) Utrum Deus possit a 
nobis proprie intelligi vel cognosci (96vb-98rb). After that we have ques- 
tions that abbreviate those in Gregory of Rimini's book I more and more 
verbatim: (5) Utrum termini numerales, scilicet unum, 2, 3, etc., proprie 
dicantur de divinis (98rb-101ra; Rimini d. 24, q. 2); (6) Utrum personae 
divinae constituantur in esse personali proprietatibus relativis et per 
eas ad invicem distinguantur (101ra-102va; Rimini, dd. 26-27, q. 1); (7) 
Utrum in Deo sit scientia proprie dicta (102va-104ra) (not Rimini?); 


291 HUGOLINUS DE URBE VETERI, Prologus, q. 1, a. 2, ed. ECKERMANN, vol. 1, 


p. 77.302-303). 

Rotuli Parisienses I, p. 265. 

293 M. BRÎNZEL, “The Questions on the Sentences in Manuscript BH MSS 58 from 
the Biblioteca Histórica de la Universidad Complutense de Madrid,” in Pecia 
Complutense 13.24 (2016), pp. 45-59, at p. 54. Jacques’ Prologue is currently 
being edited by Christina Horotan. 

79^ http:/ /www.archive.nrw.de/LAV. NRW /jsp/findbuch.jsp?archivNr-2&id— 
01506&klassId—1&seite—1. 
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(8) Utrum Deus sit praescius omnium futurorum (104ra-105rb; Rimini, 
d. 38, q. 2); (9) An scientia Dei possit augeri vel minui (105va-106rb; 
Rimini, d. 39, q. 1); (10) An in praedestinatis et reprobatis sit aliqua 
causa suae praedestinationis et reprobationis (106rb; Rimini, dd. 40-41, 
q. 1, a. 2); (11) Circa distinctiones 42 et 43 quaeritur an omne possibile 
fieri Deus de potentia sua absoluta possit facere (106rb-108vb; Rimini, 
dd. 42-44, q. 1); (12) An Deus possit dicere falsum (108vb-109va; Ri- 
mini, dd. 42-44, q. 2); (13) An voluntas Dei sit omnium quae fiunt 
prima causa efficiens (109vb-110ra; Rimini, d. 45, q. 1); (14) An volun- 
tas Dei semper impleatur (110rb-vb; Rimini, dd. 46-47, q. 1); (15) An 
quilibet homo utens libero arbitrio vel potens [petens MS] uti libero ar- 
bitrio teneatur voluntatem suam voluntati divinae universaliter in volito 
conformare (110vb; Rimini d. 48, q. 1). 

Then, where the catalogue sees another set of question, we actually 
backtrack with Rimini, still with citations of Magister Jacobus: (16) 
Utrum per discursum syllogisticum possit acquiri scientia demonstra- 
tiva de obiecto theologico (111ra-112vb; cf. Rimini, Prologus, q. 1); (17) 
Utrum aliqua enuntiatio categorica de inesse et singularis de futuro in 
materia contingenti ad utrumlibet sit vera (112vb-116rb; Rimini, d. 38, 
q. 1). Then we have (18) notabilia (116rb-118vb) and a (19) Quaestio 
alia utrum solum positiva secundum rem conveniant esse (118vb-120ra), 
followed by questions from book III: (20) Utrum beata Virgo «fuerit? 
concepta in originali peccato (120ra-121rb); (21) Utrum, supposito de 
facto vel de possibili quod beata Virgo aliquando fuerit in peccato ori- 
ginali, utrum possibile sit ipsam fuisse in peccato tantum per instans, 
ita quod in toto tempore sequenti fuit in gratia (121rb-122rb); (22) 
Utrum viator existens in gratia credendo naturam humanam assumptam 
a Verbo in unitatem suppositi mereatur vitam aeternam (122rb-123vb). 
Finally, there is a question that could be from book II: (23) Utrum 
caritas se habeat effective respectu actus meritorii (123vb-124va). 

Thus the overwhelming emphasis for the book I questions is on Gre- 
gory of Rimini, with Rimini's citations of Auriol and Ockham, but the 
‘author’ of these questions adds remarks about Magister Jabobus. For 
example, question 16, which echoes the first question of Rimini's Pro- 
logue, concludes: “Secundus articulus est de discursus theologici qua- 
litate, de quo vide opinionem Gregorii in quaestione prima et conclu- 
siones oppositas suis in reportatione magistri Jacobi. Tertius articulus, 
de obiecto «scientiae? theologicae, de quo vide in reportatione.” In the 
following question, 17, in the discussion of Aristotle's opinion on the 
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truth of propositions about the contingent future, we read (f. 113ra): 
^Ex his infert Gregorius quod de opinione Philosophi fuit plane quod 
nulla propositio singularis de futuro contingenti est secundum se deter- 
minate vera. Frater autem Jacobus dixit quod de intentione Philosophi 
fuit quod neutra pars contradictionis est necessario vera, et dicit quod 
Philosophus per ‘determinate esse verum' intellexit ‘necessario verum et 
necessario sic esse sicut propositio dicit... Petrus Aureoli dicit opini- 
onem Philosophi fuisse veram... Videtur mihi quod istae rationes ne- 
cessario concludant, si veritas propositionis de futuro concernat tempus 
et sit in tempore vel mensuretur tempore. Sed si hoc non ponitur, sed 
quod mensuretur aeternitate vel quod non sit in tempore, forte non con- 
cludunt. Philosophus autem imaginabatur quod veritas propositionis de 
futuro mensuratur tempore, sicut et veritas illius de praesenti et prae- 
terito, et ideo negavit in illis de futuro determinatam veritatem. Haec 
Jacobus. Quid dicendum: Prima conclusio.." Parenthetically, Francis of 
Marchia’s de inesse vs. de possibili solution is cited explicitly on f. 115rb, 
although Rimini himself borrowed the device tacitly in his d. 38, q. 1, 
and the editors have not noted it (vol. III, ed. TRAPP, MARCOLINO, 
SIMON, URBAN, and WENDLAND, pp. 258.23, 268.33, 270.32). 

It thus appears that in edition to Jacques d'Épinal's Prologue there 
survives something from one of his followers on books I-III in which 
material largely taken from Rimini and probably others is infused with 
passages from Magister Jacobus. Perhaps this follower was named Gual- 
terus de Valle, as the colophon suggests. 
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As our understanding of the theological curriculum at Paris and 
elsewhere in the fourteenth century improves with specific studies of 
mendicant education, Sorbonica disputations, principia and Sentences 
questions, licensing and inception procedures, quodlibetal and ordinary 
disputations, and so on, the reanalysis of older evidence previously un- 
covered and investigated can have significant repercussions for the field. 
Principia on the Sentences in particular often conceal treasures of infor- 
mation about names, dates, and debates at a given time and place. The 
notebooks of Etienne Gaudet preserve records of some of these principia 
for the University of Paris, ranging from the academic year 1344-1345 
until the early 1360s. One set of these principia constitutes the subject 
of this paper, which includes an edition in an appendix. In identify- 
ing their author as the otherwise almost unknown Jean de Moyenneville 
and in dating the texts to 1356-1357, the present findings shed consid- 
erable light on a comparatively dark period of Parisian theology, the 
1350s, building on the work of Palémon Glorieux, Zenon Kaluza, and 
Katherine H. Tachau. 
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Readers with different interests will perhaps wish to focus on indi- 
vidual sections, so a table of contents of sorts is called for. The first 
section explains in detail how Glorieux failed to detect or properly at- 
tribute these principia, whose author I identify as Jean de Moyenneville. 
The long section 2 dates the principia to 1356-1357 on the basis of the 
socii cited, providing prosopographical data for both those bachelors 
whom Jean mentions by name and those referred to by religious order 
or not cited at all. The third section builds on that prosopography 
and attempts to reconstruct other groups of Parisian sententiarii in 
the later 1350s, particularly 1354-1355 (the year of Johannes de Ripa, 
OFM), 1358-1359 (Bonsemblans Badoar, OESA), and 1359-1360 (Éti- 
enne Gaudet), concluding with a discussion of the Sentences questions in 
Vat. lat. 986 recently attributed to Nicole Oresme. The following section 
4 deals briefly with the quires and their contents, section 5 reconstructs 
Jean de Moyenneville's first principium, and the sixth section presents 
the structure of the two principia recorded by Gaudet, providing a de- 
tailed outline. The final section 7 discusses at length the doctrinal de- 
bates in these principia, which pertain mainly to the freedom of the will 
and to merit and demerit through omission. 


1. Two Principial Questions Overlooked by 
Mistake 


In a fundamental study, but without the benefit of the digital images 
available today on Gallica, in 1966 Glorieux identified codex Paris, Bib- 
liothéque nationale de France, lat. 16408 (henceforth Paris 16408), as 
one of the notebooks of Jean de Falisca.! In another research clas- 
sic, published in 1978, Kałuża demonstrated instead that the notebooks 
belonged to Étienne Gaudet.? As Glorieux remarked, Paris 16408 is 


: P. GLORIEUX, “Jean de Falisca. La formation d'un maitre en théologie au 


XIV? siècle,” Archives d'histoire doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen Age 33 (1966), 
pp. 23-104, described on p. 24 n. 4: Paper, 14th c., 301 f., 230 x 145 mm, 
old Sorbonne manuscript 987 or 20. The manuscript had been discussed in re- 
lation to its partial sister manuscript number 16409 in B. HAURÉAU, “Notice 
sur le numéro 16409 des manuscrits latins de la Bibliothéque Nationale," No- 
tices et extraits des manuscrits de la Bibliothéque Nationale et autres 35 (1895), 
pp. 319-362. 

The attribution of the set of manuscripts to Gaudet is in Z. KALUZA, Thomas 
de Cracovie. Contribution à l'histoire de Collége da la Sorbonne, Wroclaw 1978, 
pp. 60-94. 
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composed of a variety of quires each surrounded by a guard folio that 
often remains blank.? Gaudet inserted a number of tabulae in the manu- 
script to describe the contents of the quires, but some of these quires no 
longer exist and not all of the quires are described in all of the tabulae. 
Glorieux drew attention to two references in Paris 16408 that refer to 
the same two principia. As Glorieux noted, in the tabula on folio 230v 
of Paris 16408, which he calls Table C, after six quires are presented, 
in à crossed-out section we read concerning the next two quires in the 
codex: “Duo sequentes continent duo principia domini Johannis super 
Sententias, scilicet super secundum et 4", scilicet collationem disputati- 
vam cum bacallariis simul legentibus, ubi principaliter tangitur de pura 
obmissione et de quibusdam aliis punctis," although *domini Johannis" 
has been struck out. The crossed-out section of Table C continues by 
describing the “sequens” and then the “ultimus” quires. There are thus 
four quires noted in this deleted section, the “duo sequentes,” then the 
“sequens,” and finally the “ultimus,” and on the left margin these are 
noted with the numbers “2,” “1,” and “1.” Glorieux, however, doubly 
misunderstood, thinking that the delected section of Table C concerns 
only three quires and implying that the first quire (really the first two), 
number 7, is missing:? “Des cahiers qu'elle mentionne, et qui pourraient 
étre numérotés 7, 8 et 9, le second subsiste encore; il n'est autre que le 
cahier, mis tout en tête de ce manuscrit, aux fol. 1-11v. Le troisième 
serait-il constitué par les fol. 224-230?" 

Then, as Glorieux next noted — “pour ne rien négliger,” as if it was 
insignificant — in what he labelled Table D, again crossed out, on the 
top of the recto of the mostly blank folio 21255 what turns out to be 
a slightly less accurate description: “De principiis, scilicet 2° et 4°, su- 
per Sententias m. J. de Mediavilla etc., 2? sequentes sisterni.” Glo- 
rieux misread a clear “S” for scilicet as “tuis,” a crucial mistake, and 
he failed to understand again that the “2° sequentes sisterni” applied 
to the principia, ignoring the lines drawn between the two. In contin- 
uing his transcription of Table D, which describes the “3°” and “4°” 
quires in this section, Glorieux thus separated the principia from the 
four quires and erroneously concluded that Table D added two quires to 
Table C: “On voit que cela correspond aux cahiers 7, 8 et 9 de la Table 


? 


? 


3 
4 


GLORIEUX, “Jean de Falisca,” p. 24. 

GLORIEUX, “Jean de Falisca,” pp. 29-30. I tacitly correct a few minor errors, 
mainly where Glorieux read *collativam disputationem" Also, “et de" is written 
above “cum,” which has been deleted. 

i GLORIEUX, “Jean de Falisca,” p. 30. 
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C avec, intercalés entre 7 et 8, deux autres sans aucun signalement.” 
In his confusion, Glorieux continued to imply that the principia do not 
survive. 

In fact, however, Table D is on an otherwise blank folio between two 
principial questions on folios 208r-212v and 213r-216v. The question 
on folios 208r-212v pertains thematically to book IV, *Utrum quilibet 
voluntarie omittens suscipere sacramenta nove legis eternum supplicium 
mereatur," while the following question on folios 213r-216v belongs to 
book II: “Circa 2 Sententiarum et circa materiam thematis moveo 
unam talem questionem: Utrum homo quem Deus in mundi principio 
rectum fecit tantum meruisset vel mereri potuisset omittendo gustare 
de ligno vetito quantum demeruit in gustans.” While the principium on 
book IV refers back to the author's “primo principio" (on book I) the 
one on book II mentions five times his previous *2? principio" (on book 
IV), entailing that the author read the four books of the Sentences in 
the traditional sequence I-IV-II-III. Prima facie, then, we are dealing 
with the second and third príncipia, on books IV and II respectively, of 
Johannes de Mediavilla, stemming from oral events held in January and 
March. 

'The descriptions in Tables C and D of two principia of Johannes de 
Mediavilla, on books II and IV of the Sentences, are therefore accurate 
and refer to material that still exists in the manuscript. Perhaps the fact 
that these tables have been crossed out, together with the references to 
two quires, confused Glorieux, who never linked these descriptions to 
the quires in question and eventually wrote in a footnote that the first 
of the two quires is not described in any of the tabulae and must have 
been inserted later: “un cahier, 207-212 bis v, qui a dû être ajouté, car 
il ne répond à aucun des signalements donnés dans les tables, et vient 
s'insérer entre les cahiers 8 et 9.” (In fact, that quire ends at 212v, not 
212 bis v.) He went on to list the question titles, but failed to see their 
nature as principia.’ 

Even worse, when discussing in another footnote the fact that the 
words “domini Johannis” were crossed out in the note on folio 230v, be- 
sides mistakenly claiming that all of “domini Johannis super Sent.” was 
crossed out, through a printing error Glorieux omitted both the refer- 
ence and the folio, such that only a comma survives: *» ;??, f. 116: ...” 
Here Glorieux was arguing that the reason the words were crossed out is 


that, since Jean de Falisca himself was *domini Johannis," “il exponctue 


B GLORIEUX, “Jean de Falisca,” p. 49 n. 46; cf. p. 30. 
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le ‘domini Johannis super Sent’, car la mention lui paraît évidemment 
superflue”7 This being the case, completely overlooking the two prin- 
cipia in Paris 16408, Glorieux went on to interpret the note on folio 230v 
of Paris 16408 as referring to what he thought were Jean de Falisca’s 
own principia in another manuscript, Paris, Bibliothèque nationale de 
France, lat. 16535 (although Zenon Katuza later showed them to be Éti- 
enne Gaudet’s): *Nul doute que, si imparfaite qu'elle soit, elle réponde 
aux folios qui nous occupent, du ms. Z [Paris 16535], f. 195-229v."* 
Here we also see the significance of Glorieux's earlier transcription error, 
writing “tuis” instead of “scilicet” and thus implying that the principia 
were those of the creator/possessor of the manuscript. So Glorieux now 
repeats this error and explicitly links the alleged reference to Falisca's 
(Gaudet's) principia in Paris 16535: *De la sorte, on peut rétablir aussi 
le volume primitif que résume la table D: «De principiis tuis 2? et 4?» 
= Z. f. 195v-229v.”9 

'The unfortunate gaffe is in fact more embarrassing than this, and it 
dragged Katuza into the mire. Glorieux remarks that at the start of 
Falisca's (Gaudet's) second principium, we read the following on folio 
208r in Paris 16535: 


Reverendi patres et domini, antequam in hoc principio aliqualiter 
procedam, quoddam alias obmissum in 1? principio emendabo, et 
arguo contra venerabilem ac reverendum, etc. [mg.: baccalaureum 
de S. Bernardo] probando talem... Circa 2"" Sententiarum juxta 
principale verbum tematis. . . 1° 


Which Glorieux interprets a couple of pages later in this way: 


La séance débute d'abord, avant méme la collatio [i.e., quaestio 
collativa], par un rappel et une mise au point relative au premier 
principium. Jean de Falisca [i.e., Étienne Gaudet] entend réparer 
officiellement une erreur, ou plutót une omission, qui s'est glissée 
alors dans son argumentation. Elle concernait un texte du bache- 
lier de St Bernard qu'il avait présenté de façon inexacte. Il rectifie 
et met les choses au point. 


Cet remarque — soit dit en passant — permet d'identifier une 
référence qu'on avait relevée chemin faisant mais sans vouloir alors 


GLORIEUX, “Jean de Falisca," p. 37 and n. 33; also p. 36 n. 29. 
GLORIEUX, “Jean de Falisca,” p. 85. 
GLORIEUX, “Jean de Falisca,” p. 85 n. 89. 


10 GLORIEUX, “Jean de Falisca,” p. 82. 
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préciser autrement. Cette entrée, d’ailleurs biffée par la suite, por- 
tait: ‘duo sequentes continent duo principia domini Johannis super 
Sent. scilicet super 2"? et 4"™, scilicet collativam disputationem 
cum bacallariis simul legentibus, ubi principaliter tangitur de pura 
omissione et de quibusdam aliis punctis. Nul doute que, si impar- 
faite qu'elle soit, elle réponde aux folios qui nous occupent, du 
ms. Z [ie., Paris 16535], f. 195-229v. Ils comportent les quatre 
principia, mais le second surtout, ainsi que le 4° sont mis en relief; 
et c'est pourquoi la table les mentionne particuliérement. Mais 
surtout le “ubi principaliter tangitur de omissione" répond trés 
certainement à cette mise au point par laquelle notre bachelier a 
tenu à commencer son second principium, en réparant comme il le 
dit l'omission précédente.!! 


Well, no. The two remarks about omission, in two different manuscripts, 
have nothing to do with each other. The reference to omission in Paris 
16535 concerns the unnamed Cistercian socius of Étienne Gaudet (the 
pseudo Jean de Falisca) in the first principial session of a later year, 
whereas the one in Paris 16408 has to do with the topic of the second 
principium (on book IV) in that manuscript, which is sins of omission: 
^Utrum quilibet voluntarie omittens suscipere sacramenta nove legis 
eternum supplicium mereatur," a question, moreover, from 1356-1357, 
as we shall see. Since Glorieux paid no attention to that question in 
Paris 16408, he failed to see the obvious. 

Knowing that the author of the principia in Paris 16535 was not 
Jean de Falisca, but rather Étienne Gaudet, Zenon Kaluza nevertheless 
accepted much of Glorieux's reasoning and concluded that Johannes (de 
Mediavilla) must have been the name of the Cistercian socius of Falisca: 


Glorieux, dans son hypothése de réviseur, en donne une inter- 
prétation trop psychologique (“Par contre il exponctue le *domini 
Johannis super Sent/, car la mention lui parait évidemment su- 
perflue"). Ce nom de Jean est celui d'un cistercien qui lisait son 
commentaire en méme temps que Falisca.!? 


No, Johannes de Mediavilla was neither a Cistercian nor a socius of 
Falisca. 

In fact, almost all of the cahier on folios 207-212 (not “207-212 bis 
v") that Glorieux thought had been omitted in all of the tabulae is in- 
deed the first of the two principial questions described on folios 230v 


11 GLORIEUX, “Jean de Falisca,” pp. 84-85. 


17 KAŁUŻA, Thomas de Cracovie, p. 86 n. 6T. 
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and 212P5*r, Part of the problem may be that, as we shall see, the longer 
summary of these two quires, labelled “8°” and “9°,” on folio 220r, has 
again been crossed out and perhaps for this reason ignored by Glorieux 
except to remark in a footnote that the following note on the top of 
that folio is *énigmatique":!? “horum 3.6.8us.9us.10us positi in uno vo- 
lumine continent 3 questiones super primum suisset. fuerunt primus 
pro pontecrucis, 2us 3us pro mediavilla, 4us pro yspanus.” Glorieux in- 
serted this transcription merely to suggest that “suisset.” is the name 
of a socius, the same as “Suicet,” but in fact here this is just the abbre- 
viation for “Sententiarum,” so Glorieux thus missed its significance as 
yet another reference to Mediavilla's principia. (Indeed, Glorieux him- 
self transcribed the passage again later in the same article, this time 
with “Sententiarum.”!*) We can clean up Glorieux's messy transcrip- 
tion of this note as follows: “Horum 3, scilicet 8"?, 9"5, 10%, positi 
in uno volumine continente 3 questiones super primum Sententiarum. 
Fuerunt sequentes 4 facti: primus pro Pontecrucis; 2%, 3% pro Medi- 
avilla; 4"5 pro Yspania.” Glorieux himself would later suggest that the 
three questions described just after this could be assigned to Pontecru- 
cis,? but it is more likely that the three questions are separate from the 
four “facti,” and Glorieux himself would later imply.!6 The four “facti” 
instead probably correspond to four principia, of which only those of 
Mediavilla survive, unless the truncated question on folio 207v, *Utrum 
summa sapientia disponente in resurgente post amissam rectitudinem 
prior redeat fortitudo," belongs to Pontecrucis’ first principium, since 
Pontecrucis was, as we shall see, one of Mediavilla's socii. Regarding 
what seems to have been the fourth principium of “Yspania,” nothing 
appears to have survived, but rather than the older “Ferrand” who Glo- 
rieux suggests may have been this person, it is probably the Carmelite 
Raymundus de Planis, future prior provincial of Spain, whom I will 
identify as Mediavilla's Carmelite socius. It is notable that the reason 
Glorieux discussed Pontecrucis here, and linked “Yspania” to “Ferrand,” 
is because elsewhere Glorieux found a reference to something possessed 
by *Le Boles," as Pontecrucis was known, and just after this there is a 
reference to “Raymundus.”!” 


GLORIEUX, “Jean de Falisca,” p. 64 n. 65; cf. p. 103. 
GLORIEUX, “Jean de Falisca,” p. 103. 

GLORIEUX, “Jean de Falisca,” p. 68 n. 70. 
GLORIEUX, “Jean de Falisca,” pp. 75-76. 

GLORIEUX, “Jean de Falisca,” p. 68. 
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In fact Glorieux numbered *m. Jo. de Mediavilla” among his three ini- 
tial candidates for the person responsible for the entire collection of ma- 
nuscripts, the others being Jean de Falisca (Glorieux's eventual choice) 
and Étienne Gaudet (Chaumont) (Kaluza's correct choice).!5 Later Glo- 
rieux suggested that “le Bole, Mediavilla, Hyspanus," and others were 
active “autour de 1370” and associated with the Sorbonne JH but, as we 
shall see, this is wildly inaccurate, except for the fact that Pontecrucis 
did belong to the Sorbonne. 

Glorieux and Katuza said nothing else about Johannes de Mediavilla. 
The fact that he is called “m.” for “magistri” indicates that he was a 
secular theologian, but he was not a member of the Sorbonne, since two 
of his socii were. I have shown that references to “Mediavilla” in Latin 
do not refer to anyone from one of the English places called something 
like “Middleton,” but rather to a continental locale such as “Menneville” 
or “Moyenneville” or a family name deriving from such a place name, as 
with the famous English Franciscan Richard de Menneville or Mediav- 
illa. Given that the English had mostly left Paris after the outbreak 
of the Hundred Years' War, especially the seculars, our theologian was 
likely a Frenchman named Jean de Menneville or Moyenneville. 

In fact, there was a master of theology named Jean de Moyenneville in 
the later fourteenth century. In the Franciscan Jacques de Guyse's An- 
nales historiae illustrium principum Hannoniae, dedicated to Count AI- 
bert I of Hainaut, discussing the translation of the remains of St Achaire 
from Jumiéges Abbey to Haspres, Jacques writes as follows: 


Qualiter autem ejus sacratissimum corpus fuit Haspris transla- 
tum, inferius suo loco, annuente Domino, declarabitur, si legendam 
ejus translationis reperire valeam, cum alias, temporibus venera- 
bilis doctoris magistri, Johannis de Mediavilla, tunc praepositi de 
Haspris existentis, vidi, perlegi et tenui; sed, ipso mortuo, nun- 
quam recuperare potui aut valui.?! 


18 
19 
20 


GLORIEUX, “Jean de Falisca,” p. 35. 

GLORIEUX, “Jean de Falisca,” p. 103. 

C. SCHABEL, “Note on the Vernacular Name of Richardus de Mediavilla: Of 
‘Menneville’, Not ‘Middleton’,” in Philosophical Psychology in Late-Medieval 
Commentaries on Peter Lombard’s Sentences, ed. M. BRÎNZEI, C. SCHABEL 
(Rencontres de Philosophie Médiévale, 21), Turnhout 2020, pp. xix-xxii. 
JACOBUS GUISIUS, Annales historiae illustrium principum Hannoniae XI, c. 39, 
in Histoire de Hainaut, par Jacques de Guyse, traduite en francais avec le texte 
latin en regard, vol. 8, Paris 1830, p. 136. 


21 


'The Forgotten Principia of Jean de Moyenneville 


The passage, in the French version of which the name is rendered as Jean 
de Moyenneville,?? indicates that Jean was provost of Haspres and died 
before 6 February 1399, the date of Jacques’ death in Valenciennes. He 
was still alive on 5 November 1388, according to another source, which 
relates that on that date Jean de Moyenneville, master of theology and 
provost of Haspres, and Gautier de Beauvoir, bailli of Hainaut, Holland, 
and Zeeland for Duke Albert I of Bavaria (Count Albert I of Hainaut), 
decided a legal case.?? Haspres is about 15 kilometers southwest of 
Valenciennes, so our Jean was perhaps from the Moyenneville about 50 
kilometers west of Haspres. After discussing his socii and the date of 
Jean's principia, I will hypothesize further about his identity. 


2. People and Dates 


Before describing the quires and discussing the disputations recorded in 
these two principial questions, it is necessary to fix a date for Jean de 
Moyenneville's Sentences lectures and provide prosopographical infor- 
mation about the other bachelors of the Sentences lecturing along with 
Jean, both those with whom Jean engaged in debate and others. In 
the text itself of the two principal questions, Jean cites six of his socii, 
four of them by name: a Carmelite, a Franciscan ( Cordiger), Guido the 
Cistercian (de Sancto Bernardo), a certain Nicolaus, Guillelmus de Sar- 
vavilla (or Salvarvilla), and Johannes de Pontecrucis. We know from 
other sources that the last two were both fellows of the Sorbonne, so 
they were seculars, which is why Jean refers to them both as “magis- 
ter meus," indicating that they were masters of arts. The others are 
called either “dominus” or “pater,” a title usually applied to a monk or 
a mendicant, and Nicolaus is labelled both “dominus” and “pater.” 

For the identity of the Franciscan and the likely regular cleric Nico- 
laus, we have important additional information in the form of a brief 
summary of the two principial questions, found on folio 220r, not noted 
by Glorieux: 


In 8? <sisterno> in primo folio... Consequenter in eodem sisterno 
tractatur questio an quilibet voluntarie omittens su<s>cipere sacra- 
menta nove legis eternum sup<p>licium mereatur. Ubi primo de 


22 Histoire de Hainaut, p. 137. 

23H. Lu, Le béguinage Ste-Élisabeth à Valenciennes CH" XIV" siècles), PhD 
thesis, EHESS, Paris 2021, pp. 199-200, citing Lille, Archives départementales 
du Nord, 40 H (Abbaye Saint-Jean-Baptiste de Valenciennes) 635, piéce 1886/ A. 
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pura omissione an sit vel esse possit peccatum. 2° tangitur de 
voluntate, et primo de libertate an est formaliter libera, contra 
Carmelitam. 2° quod non est totalis causa, contra Cordigerum 
fratrem Amandum. 3'? punctus de voluntatis conformitate, ubi 
tangitur [u.t. s.L] scilicet quod actus invincibiliter conformis er- 
rori non est malus, contra quem Carmelita. 4"? de voluntatis 
utilitate, ubi primo [u.p. iter. an actus interior voluntatis solus 
sit tantum meritorius sicut cum exteriori, et de debito ex meritis 
et gratia, contra Sarvavillam. Hec in dicto sisterno tanguntur. 
In 9? sisterno adhuc de predictis, et debet procedere [e.d.p. s.l], 
movetur questio utrum homo quem Deus in mundi principio rec- 
tum fecit tantum meruisset vel mereri potuisset omittendo gustare 
de ligno vetito quantum demeruit in gustando. Ubi alique con- 
clusiones. Prima de pura omissione, contra quam quatuor ba- 
callarii. 2* conclusio, quod primus parens plus potuit peccare 
omittendo etc., patet per casum de omittendo subvenire duobus 
indigentibus, quia videtur reus utriusque, et de hoc etiam in prece- 
denti sisterno habetur, contra dominum Nicolaum monachum. 
3* conclusio tangit quod idem debetur merenti ex meritis sed [pro 
sicut?] solum ex gratia. 4? conclusio, quod primus parens non po- 
tuit velle gustare de ligno vetito per actum a solis causis liberis 
productum, quia necessario concurrit cognitio, contra fratrem 
Amandum. 5? quod per solum velle tantum demeruisset sicut 
demeruit per velle cum actu exteriori, contra Pontecrucem. 


'The summary confirms that Guillelmus de Sarvavilla, Johannes de Pon- 
tecrucis, and a Carmelite were among the socii, but it also verifies our 
inference that Nicolaus was a member of the regular clergy: “contra 
dominum Nicolaum monachum," and reveals that the Franciscan was 
named “Amandus.” 

Based on the names that Jean provides I shall argue that the academic 
year in which these principial debates took place at the University of 
Paris was 1356-1357. This date will in turn allow me to fill in the 
names of some of the socii whom Jean does not cite. From what we 
know about other years we can then guess the sequence in which these 
bachelors, usually ten participants, delivered their first principia: first 
the Carmelite, then the seculars, then the monks (the Benedictine and 
then the Cistercian), and finally the other mendicants (the Franciscan, 
the Dominican, and lastly the Augustinian).24 Jean himself supplies 
hints. In the first article of Jean's second principium, on book IV, he 


?* Especially 1344-1345 and 1348-1349: C. SCHABEL, “The Genre Matures. 
Parisian Principia in the 1340s, from Gregory of Rimini to Pierre Ceffons,” part 
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refers to what he had posited in his first principium, on book I, and then 
gives the objections of the Monk Nicolaus, the Cistercian Guido, and the 
Franciscan Amandus, who one would predict to have gone just after the 
secular masters and before the Dominican and Augustinian bachelors, 
whom Jean never cites. This is made clearer in the third principium, on 
book II, in which Jean relates that the Franciscan Amand and the Monk 
Nicholas had responded to him in both their first and second principia 
and now he was replying to them in his third. In article two of his second 
principium, on book IV, Jean begins with the Carmelite, stating that 
the Carmelite posited a thesis in his first principium, Jean then argued in 
reply, and then in his second principium the Carmelite proves his thesis 
again, so Jean now argues against him: the Carmelite went before Jean, 
and traditionally the Carmelite began the entire procedure. The same 
is the case then for the secular Guillelmus de Sarvavilla: Guillelmus 
had posited a thesis, Jean had responded, Guillelmus then responds. In 
his third principium, on book II, Jean confirms this, revealing that he 
gave an objection in his second principium, Guillelmus now speaks again 
this, and Jean replies.?? This is in contrast to how Jean confronts the 
Franciscan Amandus in article two, who went after Jean, but in the same 
article Jean presents the secular Johannes de Pontecrucis as arguing in 
the present tense, suggesting that he had gone before Jean in the first 
principium but did not defend a pertinent thesis for Jean to attack. It 
is only in the second principium that Johannes states something that 
Jean then attacks. 


III of W.O. DUBA, C. SCHABEL, The Rise of a New Genre of Scholastic Disputa- 
tion: Principia on the Sentences, 1315-1350 (Studia Sententiarum), Turnhout, 
forthcoming; 1369-1370: M. BRÎNZEI, “When Theologians Play Philosopher: A 
Lost Confrontation in the Principia of James of Eltville and His Socii on the Per- 
fection of Species and Its Infinite Latitude," in The Cistercian James of Eltville 
(11393): Author at Paris and Authority at Vienna, ed. M. BRÎNZEI, C. SCHABEL 
(Studia Sententiarum, 3), Turnhout 2018, pp. 43-78; 1371-1372: M. BRÎNZEI, 
C. SCHABEL, “Henry of Langenstein's Principium on the Sentences, His Fellow 
Parisian Bachelors, and the Academic Year 1371-1372," Vivarium 58 (2020), 
pp. 335-346; the later 1370s: W.J. COURTENAY, "Theological Bachelors at Paris 
on the Eve of the Papal Schism. The Academic Environment of Peter of Can- 
dia," in Philosophy and Theology in the Long Middle Ages. A Tribute to Stephen 
F. Brown, ed. K. EMERY, Jr., R.L. FRIEDMAN, A. SPEER (Studien und Texte 
zur Geistesgeschichte des Mittelalters, 105), Leiden 2011, pp. 921-952. 

Jean had dealt with Guillelmus in article one, but toward the end, probably as 
a later addition because it is partly on a smaller folio. 
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My reconstruction of the sequence of bachelors of theology giving their 
first principium at Paris in the academic year 1356-1357 will be as fol- 
lows: 


1. Raymundus de Planis, Carmelite, whom Jean cites as the 
Carmelite 


2. Guillelmus de Sarvavilla, collége de la Sorbonne 
3. Johannes de Pontecrucis, collége de la Sorbonne 
4. Johannes de Mediavilla, secular (collége de Navarre?) 


5. Antonius Mannucii de Florentia, Servite (possibly; not cited by 
Jean) 


6. Nicolaus Maceriis, Benedictine 
7. Guido de Nivella, Cistercian 
8. Amandus de Valenticiniis or de Artesio, Franciscan 


9. Guillelmus de Freavilla or de Frevilla, Dominican (possibly; not 
cited by Jean) 


10. Nicolaus de Machelina, Augustinian (probably; not cited by 
Jean) 


Jean de Pontcroix and Guillaume de Servaville, Sorbonne 


Guillaume de Servaville and Jean de Pontcroix were both bachelors of the 
Sorbonne. Jean de Pontcroix, also known as “Boles,”° was a cleric of the 
diocese of Quimper, the village of Pont-Croix being thirty kilometers to 
the west. He was a master of arts by 4 April 1345, when he was listed as a 
member of the French Nation in a University rotulus. Pontcroix received 
the reservation of a benefice whose collation belonged to the bishop of 
Nantes, although Pope Clement VI cancelled an earlier letter in favor 
of Pontcroix for a living for poor clerics in Quimper, since there were 
so few posts and so many waiting that he had little hope of obtaining 
anything." On a University rotulus of 22 May 1349, however, Pontcroix 
was said to be litigating over the vicarage of *Espezet" in the diocese 
of Quimper while still expecting a benefice connected with Nantes. He 


?6 For Jean de Pontcroix, see also the biographical notes in GLORIEUX, “Jean de 


Falisca," p. 68, and P. Glorieux, Auz origines de la Sorbonne I: Robert de Sorbon. 
L'homme — le collège — les documents (Études de Philosophie Médiévale, 53), 
Paris 1966, p. 316, supplemented below. 

Rotuli Parisienses. Supplications to the Pope from the University of Paris. Vol- 
ume One: 1316-1349, ed. W.J. COURTENAY (Education and Society in the 
Middle Ages and Renaissance, 14), Leiden 2002, p. 217. 
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asked for a prebend in Nantes, but Pope Clement merely granted him a 
canonry with expectancy of a prebend in the Cathedral of Saint-Martin 
of Tours. According to Glorieux, at this point he was already a socius 
of the Sorbonne.?? 

On 5 June 1362, Jean de Pontcroix “alias le Boles” was called a pro- 
fessor of sacred theology, master of arts, priest, and rector of the parish 
church of “Lennon” in the diocese of Quimper, when he received from 
Pope Innocent VI a benefice in the collation of the bishop of Quimper, 
on the condition that he give up his parish.?? Accordingly, a few months 
later, in the rotulus of 21 November 1362 to the new pope, Urban V, 
Pontcroix was said to have accepted but not yet come into the posses- 
sion of the parish church of *Crauzon" in the diocese of Quimper, on 
the basis of a letter of Pope Innocent, when he obtained a canonry with 
expectancy of a prebend with a rank in Paris Cathedral?! It was not 
until 1368 that Pontcroix finally received “Crauzon,” and it was only on 
22 June 1368 that someone else was given the parish of *Lenon" that 
Pontcroix was obliged to relinquish.?? Confusingly, later in the week of 
the 1362 rotulus, on Friday 25 November, with the support of King John 
II of France, Pontcroix received a canonry with reservation of a prebend 
in Quimper Cathedral itself, notwithstanding that he supposedly had 
“Crauzon.”?? He may never have received the prebend in Quimper, but 
Pontcroix finally obtained a cathedral prebend in Paris on 11 October 
1364,°4 and on 16 June 1365 he was assigned papal business both as 
canon of Paris and official of Quimper.?? The last we hear of Jean de 
Pontcroix he was still canon of Notre-Dame Cathedral and acting as 
master of theology in late 1375.26 According to the necrology of the 
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Rotuli Parisienses I, ed. COURTENAY, p. 321. 

GLORIEUX, Aux origines de la Sorbonne I, p. 316. 

Rotuli Parisienses. Supplications to the Pope from the University of Paris. Vol- 

ume Two: 1352-1378, ed. W.J. COURTENAY, E.D. GODDARD (Education and 

Society in the Middle Ages and Renaissance, 15), Leiden 2004, p. 574. 

Rotuli Parisienses II, ed. COURTENAY, GODDARD, p. 240. 

32 Urbain V, Lettres communes, no. 21115, ed. M. HAYEZ, A.-M. HAYEZ, with 

J. MATHIEU, M.-F. YVAN, on Brepolis’ online database Ut per litteras apostoli- 

cas... 

Urbain V, Lettres communes, no. 1757, ed. M.-H. LAURENT, Ut per litteras 

apostolicas. . . 

Chartularium Universitatis Parisiensis, ed. H. DENIFLE, E. CHATELAIN, vol. 3, 

Paris 1894 (= CUP III), p. 70 n. 10. 

5» Urbain V, Lettres communes, no. 13157, ed. M. HAYEZ, A.-M. HAYEZ, with 
J. MATHIEU, Ut per litteras apostolicas. . . 

36 CUP III, p. 226, no. 1406. 
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Sorbonne, Pontcroix, master of theology and canon of Paris, died on 16 
May, but we are not told the year.?" 

Guillaume de Servaville was perhaps slightly younger and definitely 
more fortunate than Pontcroix, at least until the Schism.?? From the 
village of Servaville about ten kilometers east of Rouen, in the rotulus 
of 22 May 1349 Guillaume de Servaville, arts master and cleric of the 
diocese of Rouen, was listed under the rubric of those not yet having 
a benefice and received a living the collation of which pertained to a 
Cluniac priory in that diocese.?? A few month later, in a separate rotulus 
of 25 August 1349, Servaville, here called a socius of the Sorbonne and 
student in theology, received the expectancy of a benefice in Paris.4 

By 2 April 1362, Guillaume de Servaville was master of theology when 
Pope Innocent VI granted him a canonry and prebend in Rouen Cathe- 
dral vacated by Bartholomeus de Roma, who had been appointed bishop 
of Turin.*! Servaville does not appear on the November 1362 rotulus, but 
by then he was a “familiaris continuus commensalis" of Gilles Aycelin 
de Montaigu, cardinal-priest of Ss Silvestro e Martino ai Monti since 
17 September 1361, with whose support Servaville received a canonry 
with reservation of prebend and rank in Notre-Dame of Paris on 19 
November 1362, his canonry and prebend in Rouen notwithstanding.?? 
On 22 October 1363 Servaville, now also called the cardinal's chaplain, 
received the Paris prebend of the late Guillelmus Radix, and then 
he accepted the post of cantor of Paris by 17 February 1365, following 
the death of Thomas de Malon.** All the while, Servaville continued 
to enjoy the support of Cardinal Gilles, who rose to the high-ranking 
post of cardinal-bishop of Tusculum in 1368. A document of 22 Jan- 
uary 1371 has Guillaume de Servaville, master of theology and cantor of 
Paris, acting on behalf of Cardinal Gilles, who was the provisor of the 
Sorbonne, in a document concerning a donation to the Sorbonne from 
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GLORIEUX, Aux origines de la Sorbonne I, p. 165. 

See the biographical note in GLORIEUX, Aux origines de la Sorbonne I, p. 307, 
supplemented below. 

Rotuli Parisienses I, ed. COURTENAY, p. 357. 

Rotuli Parisienses II, ed. COURTENAY, GODDARD, p. 478. 

Rotuli Parisienses IIl, ed. COURTENAY, GODDARD, p. 573. 

Urbain V, Lettres communes, no. 4605, ed. M.-H. LAURENT, C. de TOURTIER- 
BONAZZI, Ut per litteras apostolicas. . . 

Urbain V, Lettres communes, no. 6584, ed. M. HAYEZ, B. BARBICHE, F. CALLU- 
TURIAF, Y.-M. BERCÉ, Ut per litteras apostolicas. . . 

^' Urbain V, Lettres communes, no. 14965, et M. HAYEZ, A.-M. HAYEZ, with 
J. MATHIEU, Ut per litteras apostolicas. . . 
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Bishop Geoffroi Le Maresch of Quimper, master of arts, medicine, and 
theology, who had also been a member of the Sorbonne. Servaville 
became increasingly active in the Faculty of Theology as he gained in 
seniority, especially during the Schism, in which he initially supported 
the Avignon Pope Clement VII, but eventually switched to the side of 
the Roman Pope Urban VI. This resulted in Clement depriving him of 
his chantry in Paris and his canonries and prebends in both Paris and 
Rouen on 12 March 1383, but in compensation Urban appointed him 
archdeacon of Brabant in the church of Liège.“ Servaville was still alive 
on 29 August 1384, when gave the funeral oration for Gerard Groot.?" 

When could Jean de Pontcroix and Guillaume de Servaville have lec- 
tured on the Sentences? They were both masters of arts by 1349 and 
masters of theology by the spring of 1362, which gives us termini for 
their Sentences lectures of 1349-1350 and 1360-1361. A document of 
the Sorbonne dated 1 August 1355 mentions both Pontcroix and Ser- 
vaville merely as “magistri,”# so probably they were not yet bachelors 
of theology or even preparing to lecture on the Sentences that fall. On 
the other end, it is highly doubtful that they both could have lectured 
after 1359-1360 and still incepted by the spring of 1362. Indeed, Jean- 
Luc Deuffic asserts that Pontcroix was already bachelor of theology in 
November 1359, although he does not give a source for this particular 
detail. Our limited data for the two Sorbonne bachelors thus points 
to probable dates from 1356-1357 to 1359-1360. 


Guy Nivelle, Cistercian 


Glorieux did not note that at one point Jean de Moyenneville identifies 
Guido as a Cistercian (de Sancto Bernardo). Given the above data on 
Pontcroix and Servaville, since we know that Guillelmus de Capella was 
the Cistercian sententiarius in 1349-1350,99 the earliest possible date 


GLORIEUX, Auz origines de la Sorbonne I, pp. 232-233 no. 43. 

^ CUP III, p. 290 n. 1 and p. 583 n. 2. 

GLORIEUX, Aux origines de la Sorbonne I, p. 307. 

GLORIEUX, Auz origines de la Sorbonne I, p. 228, no. 39. 

J.-L. DEUFFIC, *La confrérie Saint- Yves de Paris en 1368. Une liste de membres 
inédite," Pecia 2 (2003), pp. 29-64, in biographical note on 58. 

A. CORBINI, “Pierre de Ceffons et l'instruction dans l'Ordre cistercien: quelques 
remarques," in Philosophy and Theology in the Studia of the Religious Orders 
and at Papal and Royal Courts, ed. K. EMERY Jr., W.J. COURTENAY, S.M. MET- 
ZGER (Rencontres de Philosophie Médiévale, 15), Turnhout 2012, pp. 549-574, 
at pp. 568-574. 
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for Guido's lectures would be 1350-1351. Guido is undoubtedly the 
“Guidoni de Nivella Ordinis Cisterciensis monacho Sancti Andree de 
Gouferno" listed as regent master of theology in the 23 November 1362 
rotulus, as regent master ^Guido de S. Andrea" in document of 19 May 
1363, and as master “Guydo de S. Andrea” in another of November 
1364.51 Perhaps from the village of Nivelle about twelve kilometers 
south of Tournai and now on the French side of the border, Guy Niv- 
elle (“Guidoni Nivelle"), as master of theology and priest, would be 
appointed abbot of his own abbey of Saint-André de Gouffern (between 
Caen and Sées) on 21 April 1367 following the death of Abbot Oliv- 
erius.°? He seems to have been succeeded by Jean Gosselin in 1388, 
probably after Guy's death.?? 

Although individual exceptions were made, it is unlikely that three 
masters of theology who had read the Sentences together would all have 
been promoted before the minimum statutory time, which was basically 
three years after the completion of the Sentences lectures. Since incep- 
tions usually took place in the spring, the latest Guillaume de Servaville, 
Jean de Pontcroix, and Guy Nivelle could have incepted was the spring 
of 1362, so we can assume that the latest they would have lectured on 
the Sentences was 1358-1359. Some or all of them may have incepted 
earlier, however, and while unlike seculars the Cistercians replaced their 
regent masters more regularly, the turnover was not as frequent as with 
the mendicants. So while Guy was regent in the 1362-1363 academic 
year, we still do not know when his regency began. 


5! CUP III, p. 79 no. 1262, p. 104 no. 1279, p. 122 no. 1299; Rotuli Parisienses II, 
ed. COURTENAY, GODDARD, p. 88. 

?? Citta del Vaticano, Archivium Apostolicum Vaticanum (= AAV), Reg. Aven. 
164, ff. 97v-98r (cited in CUP III, 79, note 7): *Dilecto filio Guidoni Nivelle, ab- 
bati monasterii sancti Andree de Gonferno, Cisterciensis Ordinis, Sagiensis dioce- 
sis, salutem etc. Suscepti cura regiminis... Dudum siquidem quondam Oliverio 
abbate monasterii sancti Andree de Gonferno, Cisterciensis Ordinis, Sagiensis 
diocesis, monasterii predicti presidente... Postmodum vero, dicto monasterio 
per obitum ipsius Oliverii abbatis, qui extra Romanam Curiam diem clausit ex- 
tremum, vacante, nos... demum ad te, monachum ipsius monasterii, ordinem 
ipsum expresse professum, in theologia magistrum, et in sacerdotio constitu- 
tum... [98r]... Datum Avinione, XII Kalendas Maii, anno quinto.” 

M. de CAUMONT, Statistique monumentale du Calvados, vol. 2, Paris 1850, p. 431 
n. 1. 
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Nicholas de Méziéres, Benedictine 


Given that we already have Guido the Cistercian, Nicolaus was probably 
a Benedictine or perhaps a Cluniac. In his 1995 catalogue of Benedic- 
tine and Cluniac masters, bachelors, and lectors in theology at Paris, 
Thomas Sullivan listed no Nicolaus before 1377.°4 Since then, however, 
Nicolaus, prior of Benedictine Le Pecq, has been identified as a bache- 
lor of the Sentences in 1348-1349, a socius of Hugolino of Orvieto and 
Pierre Ceffons.?? It is unlikely that Jean's socius could be the Victorine 
Nicolaus Soloe, master of theology by 31 January 1365 and still active 
at the outbreak of the Great Schism, and in any case his absence from 
the rotulus of regent masters of 23 November 1362 would need to be 
explained.56 It is even harder to believe that Jean, or perhaps Étienne 
Gaudet or another reporter, would identify as a ^monk" the Augustinian 
Hermit Nicolaus de Machelina, whom I shall argue was the sententiarius 
of the Austin Friars in 1356-1357. 

One good candidate has appeared more recently in the edition of the 
rotuli: Nicolaus de Maceriis, apparently from one of a number of places 
in France called Mézières and, judging from his connections, probably 
Méziéres-en-Gátinais or Méziéres-lez-Cléry in the département of Loiret. 
On 17 July 1353 Nicolaus was described as a priest and monk of the 
Benedictine Abbey of Sainte-Colombe near Sens and *bacalarius cursor 
in theologia" when he received a benefice in Saint-Laumer of Blois in the 
diocese of Chartres, after a different grant of 30 June was cancelled.?" 
A Benedictine of the same name was “bacallarius in theologia" by 30 
March 1360, when he enjoyed the support of “Cardinal H. of Uzés," 
the Benedicine Hélie of Saint-Yrieix in the diocese of Limoges, cardinal- 
priest of San Stefano al Monte Celio and former bishop of Uzés. Nicolaus 
was then described as a monk of Benedictine St George Abbey in the 
diocese of Kotor, an abbey on an island off the coast from Perast in 
present day Montenegro, when he received the priory of Santi Felice e 
Tranquillino in Basilica Duce in the diocese of Piacenza.?? Despite his 


54 TT. SULLIVAN, Benedictine Monks at the University of Paris, A.D. 1229-1500. A 
Biographical Register (Education and Society in the Middle Ages and Renais- 
sance, 4), Leiden 1995, pp. 397—399. 

C. SCHABEL, Pierre Ceffons et le déterminisme radical au temps de la peste noire 
(Conférences Pierre Abélard), Paris 2019, pp. 116-117. 

?6 CUP III, p. 123 no. 1300; p. 270 no. 1434; pp. 78-79 no. 1262. 

Rotuli Parisienses II, ed. COURTENAY, GODDARD, p. 498 and n. 44. 

Rotuli Parisienses IIl, ed. COURTENAY, GODDARD, p. 557, and the corresponding 
papalletter in Reg. Aven. 144, ff. 144r- 145r, where the diocese is *Catharensis," 


277 


278 


Chris SCHABEL 


apparent roaming, this seems to be the same person, who was reading 
the Bible at Paris by 1352-1353, unless he stretched the truth and was 
about the begin in 1353-1354, and had lectured on the Sentences by 
the end of the 1359-1360 academic year. It is a good bet that Nicholas 
de Méziéres was the Nicolaus Monachus whenever Jean de Moyenneville 
and his two Sorbonne socii lectured on the Sentences.?? 


Amand de Valenciennes, Franciscan 


Crucially, the summary on folio 220r of the Gaudet manuscript specifies 
that the Franciscan was named Amandus: “contra Cordigerum fratrem 
Amandum” and later “contra fratrem Amandum.” Friar Amandus is 
further identified elsewhere in the manuscript as “frater Amandus de Va- 
lenchiniis" (folio 162v), that is, Amand de Valenciennes, in the context of 
a Sorbonica disputation held in the jubilee year under Pope Clement VI, 
1350.99 The Sorbonica involved theologians at various stages, so Amand 
was probably still in his 20s in 1350. We have no specific evidence about 
when Amand lectured on the Sentences, but we can eliminate some years 
through our knowledge of the dates of other Franciscan sententiarii. Ac- 
cording to the acts of the Dominican chapter general of 1355, at that 
time *when it happens that there are two bachelors reading the Sen- 
tences at Paris in the same year, one of whom reads in the summer, ut 


for Kotor, and not “Cathaniensis” for Catania. The abbreviation in Reg. Suppl. 
33, f. 67, is ambiguous, seemingly rendering “Cathaiensis.” 

Unfortunately we cannot rule out any specific year in the period 1353-1358, 
because we know so little about the monks. SULLIVAN, Benedictine Monks at the 
University of Paris, pp. 335—336 no. 650, notes that Ponsardus de Venderesca, a 
monk of Benedictine Saint-Rémi in Reims, is described as *baccalarius in Biblia 
Parisius formatus" in a papal letter dated 23 July 1363, clearly in response to a 
request that stretched the term bachelor formatus; but rather than claim that 
he “had lectured on the Sentences three years earlier," the supplication actually 
states that Ponsardus “a tribus annis iam elapsis ad legendum ibi Sententias 
ydoneus habitus extitit." He may have been deemed worthy of lecturing on the 
Sentences, but in another papal letter of 19 June 1364 he was not yet “BTheol 
formatus," but again just, ^ut asseris, bacallarius in Biblia Parisius formatus," 
having still not read the Sentences (AAV, Reg. Aven. 153, ff. 516v-617r; Reg. 
Aven. 156, f. 340r-v). The Cluniac Pontius de Bellocastro alias de Gravianis, 
described simply as “bacallarii Parisius in sacra theologia" in a supplication 
dated 28 October 1359, may have lectured on the Sentences by then: Rotuli 
Parisienses II, ed. COURTENAY, GODDARD, p. 554. 

For the following on Amand, see my “The Franciscan Amand de Valenciennes 
Inside and Outside Étienne Gaudet's Notebooks," for a forthcoming collective 
volume on Gaudet edited by Alexandra Baneu. 
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moris est, and the other ordinarily..."9! This was probably also the 


case with the Franciscans, although exceptions could be made by papal 
decree. On the assumption that unless otherwise specified there was 
only one Minorite bachelor of the Sentences at a time, the Franciscan 
bachelor of the Sentences in 1357-1358 was Franciscus de Cardalhaco, 
as we learn from a letter of Pope Innocent VI dated 25 August 1358 
relating that Francis had just lectured the previous year.9? On the basis 
of a reference in the principia of the Augustinian Bonsemblans Badoar 
of Padua, whose Sentences lectures, as we shall see, Ypma placed in 
1358-1359, Katherine Tachau was able to show that the Minorite Sen- 
tentiarius that year was Andreas de Novocastro.?? This seems to make 
1356-1357 the most likely year for Amand, since he was a socius of three 
people who were masters of theology by the spring of 1362 at the latest. 

This fits in with what Tachau found elsewhere about a secondary 
report of the “rationes illius doctoris Amandi" in a set of Sentences 
questions likely by a Franciscan author, contained in Vat. lat. 986.94 
The explicit to the copy of that set of questions in a Wroclaw manuscript 
reports that the text was “disputed” in Amiens in 1358 but “scriptum 
Parisius 1363, 30 die mensis Marcii” This suits our dates perfectly: 


9! Acta Capitulorum Generalium Ordinis Praedicatorum, vol. II. Ab anno 1304 
usque ad annum 1378, ed. B.M. REICHERT, Rome 1899, p. 367.34-36: "... 
volumus et ordinamus, quod, quando infra eumdem annum contigerit duos ba- 
calarios Parisius legere sentencias, quorum unus legat estivaliter, ut moris est, 
et alter ordinarie. . . ? 
9? AAV, Reg. Aven. 139, f. 638v, no. 182 (summarized in CUP III, p. 61, no. 
1243): “Dilecto filio . . cancellario ecclesie Parisiensis, salutem etc. Viri sacre 
lectionis studio... Cum itaque, sicut accepimus, dilectus filius Franciscus de 
Cardalhaco, Ordinis Fratrum Minorum professor, in eodem ordine honeste ac 
laudabiliter conversando et assidue vacando studio litterarum, sic in theologica 
facultate profecerit quod in Parisiensi studio anno proxime preterito Sentencias 
legit seque dignum et ydoneum reddidit ad obtinendum honorem magisterii in 
eadam, nos... Datum Avinione, VIII Kalendas Septembris, anno sexto" 
K.H. TACHAU, *The Quaestiones in primum librum Sententiarum of Andreas de 
Novocastro," Archives d'histoire doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen Áge 59 (1992), 
pp. 289-318, at pp. 303-307. 
K.H. TACHAU, “French Theology in the Mid-Fourteenth Century: Vatican Latin 
986 and Wroclaw, Milich F. 64," Archives d'histoire doctrinale et littéraire du 
Moyen Age 59 (1984), pp. 41-80, at pp. 48 and 58 (f. 36rb): “Et sic patet ad 
omnes rationes illius doctoris Amandi" 
95 Tacuau, “French Theology in the Mid-Fourteenth Century," p. 55. This is 1363 
no matter how one calculates it: Easter fell early in 1364, on 24 March, so the 
30 March date cannot be old style for 1364; in 1363 Easter fell on 2 April, so 30 
March was still 1362 according to the local calendar. 
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if Amand lectured at the Franciscan convent in Paris in 1356-1357, the 
author of the Vat. lat. 986 and Wroclaw questions could have been in the 
audience in the lectorate program before being sent to read the Sentences 
at the Amiens convent in 1357-1358 or 1358-1359. Since Franciscus de 
Cardalhaco lectured in 1357-1358, our latest possible date for Amand 
and his socii is 1356-1357. By the time that the anonymous author 
completed his scriptum of those lectures on 30 March 1363, Amand, like 
at least three of his socii, had been promoted to master of theology, 
according to the rotulus of 23 November 1362,96 and was thus now cited 
as doctor. In his description of the Vatican manuscript, Pelzer identified 
Amand as Amandus de Artesio, the Franciscan regent master listed in 
a document of 19 May 1363 and thus still in the 1362-1363 academic 
year./ Since Valenciennes is not far from Artois (Artesia), Amand 
probably professed at the Minorite convent in Valenciennes. He was 
still in Paris as a master on 3 July 1365, although probably not a regent 
master.9? Finally, a letter of Pope Gregory XI dated 13 January 1373 is 
addressed to the Franciscan Armandus de Francia, master of theology, 
who was then vicar provincial of the Crimea (Aquilonaris), ordering him 
to have captured a Franciscan wanted for heretical words spoken in the 
Kingdom of Aragon many years before but who had fled to Outremer. 
Denifle rightly notes that this must be our Amand, the last we heard of 
bim Di 


Ramón de Planis, Carmelite 


Fixing the year at 1356-1357 can help us identify Jean de Moyenneville's 
other socii The acts of the Carmelite chapters general of 1351, 1354, 
1357, and 1358 survive, providing us with the order's plans for their 
future Parisian sententiarii, although plans often changed: 


96 CUP III, p. 79, no. 1262; Rotuli Parisienses II, ed. COURTENAY, GODDARD, 


p. 88. 

TACHAU, “French Theology in the Mid-Fourteenth Century," 59. 

$5 CUP III, 135 no. 1310. 

$9 CUP III, 105 n. 5. 

70 Here is a chart of those assigned to read the Sentences at Paris, compiled from 
Acta Capitulorum Generalium Ordinis Fratrum B.V. Mariae de Monte Carmelo, 
ed. WESSELS, 43-46 and 48. Names in bold are those who actually read, names 
in italics are those assigned who eventually read, and those in normal print are 
those who appear not to have read before 1361. Note that we are in the dark 
about the 1353-1354 academic year. 
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1351-1352: Tilmanus de Aquis 1356-1357: Raymundus de Planis 
1352-1353: Berengarius Monachi 1357-1358: Johannes Goleyn 
1353-1354: unknown 1358-1359: Petrus Rivi 
1354-1355: Johannes Balisterii 1359-1360: Jacobus de Mediolano 
1355-1356: Marcus de Florentia ` 1360-1361: Johannes de Corbolio 


Unfortunately, we are more certain about the Carmelite sententiarii in 
1357-1358 and 1358-1359 than for 1356-1357. The Carmelite chapters 
general of both the spring of 1354 and the spring of 1357 assigned Jo- 
hannes Goleyn, Golem, Colem, or Goulain to read the Sentences at Paris 
in 1357-1358, and he was regent master in 1362-1363 according to the 
rotulus of 23 November 1362 and a document of 19 May 1363.7! The fol- 
lowing year, 1358-1359, the Carmelite bachelor was Petrus Rivi, whom 
the Order's chapter general of the spring of 1354 had first assigned to 
lecture on the Sentences at Paris in 1360-1361, but in 1357 and again in 
1358 they tasked him with lecturing in 1358-1359. For 1356-1357, how- 
ever, we only have the decision of the 1354 chapter general appointing 
Bernardus de Planis to read in 1356-1357. In fact the name “Bernar- 
dus" in the acts of the 1354 chapter general is an error for Raymundus 


Year Chapter of Chapter of Chapter of Chapter of 


1351 1354 1357 1358 
1351-52 Tilmanus de 
Aquis 
1352-53 Bereng. 
Monachi 
1353-54 Joh. Balisterii 
1354-55 Marc. de Joh. 
Florentia Balisterii 
1355-56 Ray. de Planis Marc. de 
Florentia 
1356-57 Joh. de Bern. (!) de 
Lancerio Planis 
1357-58 Jac. de Barilio Joh. Golem Joh. Colem 
1358-59 Laur. de Bern. (7?) Petr. Rivi Petr. Rivi 
Venalodi Lancerii 
1359-60 Joh. Goleyn Jac. de Petr. Rogerii Jac. de 
Mediolano Mediolano 
1360-61 Joh. de Petr. Rivi Joh. de Joh. de 
Parisius Vitrunio Corbolio 


"71 CUP III, p. 79 no. 1262, p. 104 no. 1279. 
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(Ramón) de Planis, who in 1351 had been put in the 1355-1356 slot and 
who in 1354 was assigned to lecture on the Bible in 1355-1356, that is, 
the year before his Sentences lectures." Ahead of him, for 1354-1355, 
was Johannes Balisterii, who definitely carried out his task, since later, 
as prior general, he complained to the pope that his duties prevented 
him from fulfilling the last requirements for the magisterium, as Pope 
Innocent VI related in a letter to the chancellor of Paris dated 31 Octo- 
ber 1358 urging the Carmelite's promotion.’ Marchus de Florentia was 
supposed to lecture in 1355-1356, after reading the Bible in 1354-1355. 
Because Marchus de Florentia was appointed prior provincial of Tuscany 
in 1357, one assumes that he, too, completed his Sentences lectures as 
scheduled. As Ramón himself was made prior provincial of Spain at the 
same time, apparently all had gone as planned in 1356-1357. Ramón 
was reassigned the same duty as provincial in 1358, but we hear no more 
of him, and he probably never became master of theology.“ 


72 Acta Capitulorum Generalium Ordinis Fratrum B. V. Mariae de Monte Carmelo, 


ed. WESSELS, pp. 44-45. Likewise the name Bernardus Lancerii slated for 
1358-1359 is suspiciously similar to the name given in 1351, Johannes de Lance- 
rio, for the person positioned for 1356-1357 (in the end Lancerio did not lecture 
at all). Did the 1354 records change two names to Bernard? 
75 AAV, Reg. Aven. 233, f. 467r-v, no. 265 (summarized in CUP III, p. 61, 
no. 1245): “Dilectio filio cancellario ecclesie Parisiensis, salutem etc. Viri sacre 
religionis studio... Cum itaque, sicut testimoniis fidedignis accepimus, dilectus 
filius Johannes Balistarii prior generalis fratrum Ordinis Beate Marie de Monte 
Carmeli, in sacra theologia bacallarius, noviter in priorem generalem ipsius or- 
dinis assumptus, ante assumptionem suam huiusmodi in studio Parisiensi per 
dictum suum ordinem presentatus et secundum ritum dicti studii admissus ex- 
titerit ad magisterium in dicta sacra pagina promovendus, ipseque, sicut asserit, 
ex debito sui officii habeat ipsum ordinem visitare, in quo sibi impedimentum ex- 
isterit, si secundum morem dicti studii in eo pro dicto magisterio obtinendo per 
annum et amplius expectaret, nos... [467v]... Datum Avinione, II Kalendas 
Novembrii, anno sexto." 
Acta Capitulorum Generalium Ordinis Fratrum B.V. Mariae de Monte Carmelo, 
ed. WESSELS, pp. 46 and 48. We can also list the Carmelites for the following 
decade: 1361-1362: Johannes Trisse (1358 Acta, p. 48); 1362-1363: Michael de 
Bononia (1358 Acta, p. 48; 1362 Acta, p. 51); 1363-1364: Symon de Spira (1362 
Acta, p. 51); 1364-1365: Franciscus Bacon (1362 Acta, p. 51); 1365-1366: Petrus 
Iterii (1362 Acta, p. 51); 1366-1367: Bernardus Olerii (1362 Acta, p. 51); Petrus 
de Sancto Martino (1366 Acta, p. 61); 1367-1368: first Stephanus Gileti (1362 
Acta, p. 51) but then Petrus Alberti (1366 Acta, p. 61); 1368-1369: Durandus 
de Caponis (1366 Acta, p. 51); 1369-1370: Conradus Theolenarius (1366 Acta, 
p. 51; 1369 Acta, p. 66); 1370-1371: Johannes de Cruone (1366 Acta, p. 66); 
1371-1372: Michael Marquerii (1366 Acta, p. 66). 
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Nicholas of Malines, Austin Friar 


Two letters of the Augustinian prior general Gregory of Rimini inform 
us about the situation in his order. On 3 November 1357 he wrote 
from Perugia to the new prior provincial of Aragon, the bachelor of the- 
ology Benenatus, complaining that Guido de Belregardo was about to 
complete all his obligations for the magisterium at Paris, that the bach- 
elor Franciscus de Nerlis was absent, and that he was unsure whether 
Nicholaus de Machelina was even there. So with Benenatus on duty 
as provincial, ^the Paris school lacks a bachelor to be promoted to the 
magisterium" and is short-handed “in scholastic acts," which Rimini 
found damaging to the order's good name.” Four months later, on 2 
March 1358, Rimini sent a letter from Rome to Franciscus de Nerlis, 
repeating what he had said in a later letter to Benenatus: now Guido 
de Belregardo had already finished his obligations, but both Benenetus 
and Franciscus were away from Paris, so the only bachelor in the Paris 
convent was Nicolaus de Machelina, which was scandalous because *one 
sole bachelor cannot carry out all the scholastic acts" required of the 
Augustinian bachelors and *there is no bachelor there to be presented 
for the magisterium." © 

Presumably because Nicholas of Malines was not ready to be pre- 
sented, and it would be unthinkable for there to be no Augustinian 
sententiarius at all, Ypma inferred that Nicholas was then reading the 
Sentences, i.e., in 1357-1358.77 In the context, however, it is more likely 


Text quoted in E. YPMA, “Notice sur le Studium de Paris au cours de la deuxiéme 
moitié du XIV* siècle,” Augustiniana 17 (1967), pp. 14-36, at p. 24 n. 31: “Porro 
te nolumus ignorare quod frater Guido de Belregardo in ista yeme debet Pari- 
sius expediri, et frater Franciscus de Nerlis bachalarius non est presens ibidem, 
et frater Nicholaus de Machelina utrum abscens vel presens existit penitus igno- 
ramus, et tu similiter cum sis provincialis Aragonie abscens existas; factum tuum 
diligenter adverte, quia quod scola Parisiensis bachalario careat ad magisterium 
promovendo et in actibus scolasticis substineat detrimentum non possemus cum 
honore nostro aliqualiter tollerare.” 

Text quoted in YPMA, “Notice sur le Studium de Paris," p. 25 n. 32: “Scripx- 
imus fratri Benenato priori provinciali Aragonie, sacre pagine bacchalario, in 
hec verba: Notum tibi esse, sicut per alias nostras licteras fecimus manifestum, 
minime dubitamus, qualiter frater Guido de Belregardo hac yeme est Parisius ex- 
peditus, et tu, cum non sis in studio supradicto, nec frater Franciscus de Nerlis de 
Florentia, et per consequens nullus alius bachalarius preter fratrem Nicolaum de 
Machelina, manifeste cognoscimus hoc in preiudicium scole Parisiensis et scan- 
dalum nostri ordinis redundare, cum nullus sit ibi ad magisterium presentandus 
nec unus solus omnes possit actus scolasticos exercere.” 

YPMA, "Notice sur le Studium de Paris," p. 31. 
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that Nicholas was the only bachelor formatus in the convent, having al- 
ready given his Sentences lectures, as had Guido, Benenatus, and Fran- 
ciscus. At first Rimini was unsure if Nicholas was even there to fulfill 
the exercises of bachelors formati for the order, but he does not seem 
to worry that no one is reading the Sentences; afterwards, while he has 
learned that Nicholas was present, Rimini complains again that he alone 
cannot fulfill all those other duties and that no one is advanced enough 
to be presented for the magisterium. Thus Nicholas of Malines was 
probably the Augustinian Hermit reading the Sentences in 1356-1357. 
A process of elimination supports this theory. Ypma argued that Bon- 
semblans Badoar lectured in 1358-1359, and in 1359-1360 Radolphus de 
Castello or de Civitate Castelli read the Sentences as an emergency re- 
placement for Juan de Piedra of Spain." Ypma also pointed out that 
Guido de Belregardo, the most advanced of the theologians that Rimini 
mentioned in his letters, was the Augustinian Guido who had to retract 
some errors while reading the Sentences at Paris in 1353-1354. For 
Ypma, Benenatus was the next senior bachelor eligible to be presented, 
so he probably read the Sentences in 1354-1355 and likely incepted in 
1359-1360. The following one in line, Franciscus di Biancozza de Nerli 
of Florence, likely lectured in 1355-1356."? This leaves Nicholas of Ma- 
lines as the bachelor who lectured in 1356-1357 along with Jean de 
Moyenneville and his other socii. It is more reasonable to assume that 
the Augustinian bachelor of the Sentences when Rimini complained in 
his letters during the academic year 1357-1358 was instead Jacobus de 
Arenceyo, who was the Augustinian regent master in 1362-1363, ac- 
cording to the rotulus of 23 November 1362.99 Thus in the spring of 
1363, with Jacobus reigning, Pope Urban V wrote to the chancellor of 
Paris in support of the promotion of two Augustinians: on 6 April for 
Bonsemblans Badoar — who had finished his Sentences lectures almost 
four years earlier in 1358-1359 — because otherwise he would have to 
wait much longer, he claimed, in part because of his other duties P) and 


75 CUP III, pp. 69-70 nos. 1248-1248a. 

79 Ypma, “Notice sur le Studium de Paris," pp. 24-29, although without fixing 
their years of reading the Sentences. 

80 CUP III, p. 79 no. 1262. 

5! Supplication in CUP III, pp. 102-103 no. 1276; response in AAV, Reg. Aven. 
154, f. 558r: “Dilecto filio . . cancellario ecclesie Parisiensis, salutem etc. Viri 
sacre lectionis studio... Cum itaque, sicut accepimus, dilectus filius Bonsimbu- 
latus de Padua Ordinis Fratrum Heremitarum Sancti Augustini professor, qui, 
ut asseritur, Padue, Veneciis Castellan. diocesis ac Tornisii ubi generalia studia 
dicti ordinis existunt lector, et deinde provincie Marchie Ternisin. iuxta morem 
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on 9 March for Jacobus Damiani, who had served at the Paris con- 
vent in various ways after his Sentences lectures — probably given in 
1360-1361 — because otherwise, he asserted, he would have to wait an- 
other three years before his promotion.?? The Augustinian Hermits thus 
seem to have had this roster: 


1353-1354: Guido de Belgrado 1357-1358: Jacobus de Arenceyo 
1354-1355: Benenatus de Aragonia 1358-1359: Bonsemblans Badoar 
1355-1356: Franciscus de Nerli 1359-1360: Radolphus de Castello 


1356-1357: Nicolaus de Machelina ` 1360-1361: Jacobus Damiani 


A document of 22 February 1360 refers to Friar Nicholas of Malines 
as “sacre theologie" without a title, from which Ypma inferred that he 
was then “bachelier-licencié” at Paris? that is, one assumes, about to 
incept and probably to act as regent master in 1360-1361, but it could 
also mean that he was regent master in 1359-1360. 


Guillelmus de Freavilla/Frevilla, a.k.a. Bouquin, Dominican? 


For the first half of the fourteenth century we know almost all of the 
Dominican bachelors of the Sentences and the years they lectured, but 


dicti ordinis provincialis, et duabus vicibus capituli generalis dicti «ordinis» 
difinitor extit, ac in studio Parisiensi per dictos capitulum difinitus plures anni 
sunt elapsi ordinarie Sentencias legit, ydoneus existat ad magisterium suscipi- 
endum in theologica [theologia a.c.] facultate, et secundum statuta et consue- 
tudines studii Parisiensis et ordinis predictorum oporteat eum adhuc amplius ex- 
pectare antequam ad magisterium huiusmodi assumatur, in magnum dilectorum 
fratrum dicte provincie et conventus Paduan. ordinis antedicti incommodum et 
discrimen, pro parte ipsius Bonsimblanti nobis extitit humiliter supplicatum... 
Datum Avinione, VIII Idus Aprilis, anno primo." 

5? AAV, Reg. Aven. 154, f. 448v (summary in CUP III, p. 101 no. 1273): “Dilecto 
filio. . cancellario ecclesie Parisiensis, salutem etc. Viri sacre lectionis studio... 
Cum itaque, sicut accepimus, dilectus filius Jacobus Damiani Ordinis Fratrum 
Heremitarum Sancti Augustini professor, bacallarius in theologia, qui, ut asser- 
itur, in studio Parisiensi quatuor libros Sententiarum perfecte et ordinarie legit et 
postmodum ibidem, iuxta consuetudinem universitatis eiusdem studii, fratrum 
ipsius ordinis in theologia et studio predictis studentium magister existens et 
scolas prefati studii, ut moris est, frequentans, ceteros cursus suos in theologia 
facultate perfecit, ydoneus existat ad magisterium suscipiendum in facultate pre- 
dicta, et iuxta consuetudinem eandem ad suscipiendum huiusmodi magisterium 
ipsum Jacobum adhuc per triennium oporteat expectare, pro parte ipsius Jacobi 
nobis existit humiliter supplicatum... Datum Avinione, VII Idus Martii, anno 
primo.” 


55  YpMA, “Notice sur le Studium de Paris,” 17 and n. 14. 
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the acts of the chapters general of the 1350s do not record this infor- 
mation and we are suddenly less informed than we are about the other 
mendicant orders, relying on papal letters and local documents. It 
would seem that Bernardus Ermengaudi of the province of Aragon read 
the Sentences in 1355-1356, for in response to his and King Pere IV’s re- 
quests, on 23 April 1357 Pope Innocent VI wrote the chancellor of Paris 
urging him to have Bernardo examined and promoted if worthy. Repeat- 
ing Bernardo's words, the pope relates that the Dominican was bachelor 
formatus, having completed his cursus on the Bible, having performed 
his obligations in opposing, responding, and preaching, and having read 
(*cum... legerit") the Sentences. Since he had royal support, it is prob- 
able that Bernardo had finished his Sentences lectures the previous aca- 
demic year. The next Dominican we hear of, who may have lectured in 
1356-1357, is the one listed on the rotulus of 23 November 1362 — along 
with Jean de Moyenneville’s two Sorbonne socii, Guido the Cistercian, 
Amandus the Franciscan, and Jacobus the Augustinian — that is, Guil- 
lelmus de Freavilla or Frevilla, as he is called in a document of 19 May 
1363, who as Denifle notes was also called Guillelmus Bouquin.*® 


Antonio Mannucii of Florentia, Servite? 


Finally, judging from what we know about the groups of bachelors of 
the Sentences in the 1340s, 1360s, and 1370s, there would have been a 
tenth bachelor participating in the principial debates, probably either a 
fourth secular, a Servite, or a canon regular such as a Victorine. The 
only known Victorine from this era who could have been a sententiarius 


Di For example, CUP III, p. 14 no. 1206, 4 May 1352: Guillelmus Romani is to read 
the Sentences in the summer of 1352 (note 1: he was master in 1355); CUP III, 
p. 36 no. 1224, 13 December 1354: Edigius de Marla has read the Sentences and 
performed his other acts, so the chancellor is to promote him if worthy (note 1: 
promoted 13 March 1355). 

55 AAV, Reg. Vat. 232, f. 358r, no. 55 (summarized in CUP III, p. 43 no. 1231a): 
^Dilectio filio . . cancellario ecclesie Parisiensis, salutem etc. Viri sacre lec- 
tionis studio... Cum itaque, sicut accepimus, dilectus filius Bernardus Ermen- 
gaudi, Ordinis Fratrum Predicatorum professor, de provincia Aragonie, secun- 
dum morem dicti ordinis in Parisiensi studio sacre theologie vacando cursus suos 
opponendo, respondendo, et predicando perfecerit, Sentences ibidem legerit, et 
bacallarius iuxta morem dicti studii formatus existat, et alias apud nos de re- 
ligionis zelo viteque munditia multipliciter commendetur, sicque in dicta facul- 
tate profecerit quod in eo meretur honorem suscipere magisterii, nos, carissimi in 
Christo filii nostri Petri regis Aragonie illustris ac dicti Bernardi supplicationibus 
inclinati... Datum Avinione, VIIII Kalendas Maii, anno quinto.” 

56 CUP III, p. 79 no. 1262; p. 104 no. 1279; p. 105 n. 4. 
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in 1356-1357 is the above-mentioned Nicolaus Soloe, who was regent 
master in the 1364-1365 academic year. Since he is not listed as a 
master in 1362-1363, there is a good chance that he incepted in the 
spring of either 1363 or 1364, and one would then guess that he had 
lectured on the Sentences in 1357-1358 or a year or two later. 

We have more information about the Servites of Blessed Mary. On 
4 November 1359, Pope Innocent VI wrote to the chancellor of Paris 
concerning Paulus de Bononia, Servite bachelor of theology, who “iam 
quinque annis elapsis Sententias in studio Parisiensi legit.”°” On 5 July 
1363 Pope Urban V wrote to the chancellor concerning the Servite An- 
thonius Mannucii de Florentia who had been studying theology for more 
than sixteen years at the Servites’ convent in Paris “ibique Sententias 
legit, et in octavo anno post dictarum Sententiarum lecturam existens," 
he was presented for the magisterium, although there were two other 
Servites ahead of him in line. Since fourteenth-century calculations of 
elapsed time were different from modern methods, and the popes were 
replying to supplications for promotion that would have maximized the 
amount of time that had passed since the two Servites’ Sentences lec- 
tures, there is some ambiguity here. We might think that Paolo of 
Bologna had finished reading the Sentences more than five years pre- 
viously, indicating lectures in 1353-1354, but the Servites would have 
meant that more than five years had elapsed since the start of those 
lectures, placing them in 1354-1355, or, if they were really stretching it, 
they could have counted both the academic year in which Paolo lectured 
and the current academic year, 1359-1360, in which case Paolo could 
have lectured in 1355-1356. Unfortunately, the year Paolo read the Sen- 
tences impacts how we interpret the description of Antonio of Florence's 
lectures, for which we have the added problem that when the Servites 
decided on their supplication, it was still during the 1362-1363 academic 
year, but by the time they presented it to the pope, classes had ended. 
Assuming that the supplication counted from the beginning of Anto- 
nio's lectures, if they meant that the current year was still 1362-1363, 
then Antonio lectured in 1355-1356 (and Paolo in 1354-1355), but if 
they pushed it, they could claim that Antonio was already looking at 
1363-1364, in which case he lectured in 1356-1357. This unlikely sce- 
nario becomes more plausible, however, when we consider that Antonio 


57 CUP III, p. 70 no. 1249. 
55 CUP III, p. 106 no. 1281; AAV, Reg. Aven. 154, f. 573r-v. 
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was behind two other Servites waiting to be promoted to master, one of 
whom may have lectured in 1355-1356. 


Jean de Moyenneville, collége de Navarre? 


Let us now return to the question of the author himself, the theologian 
Jean de Moyenneville, who read the Sentences at Paris in 1356-1357 and 
was provost of Haspres in 1388. Haspres was a Benedictine priory, sub- 
ject to the abbey of Saint-Vasst in Arras, but Gaudet refers to Jean as a 
master (of arts) and hence a secular cleric, and Jean had a Benedictine 
socius, Nicholas the Monk. Since the provost had secular jurisdiction in 
the area, however, it is not unlikely that a secular bachelor of theology 
could receive such a post. According to the compilers of the inventory 
of the documents of Saint-Vasst for the Pas-de-Calais, Jean de Moyen- 
neville, master of theology, was provost of Haspres for 40 years until he 
was replaced in his old age by Jean de Layens, who afterwards became 
abbot of Saint-Guislain in 1402.9 A document in Cambrai at least con- 
firms that Jean was provost of Haspres already in 1375.9? If the claim 
that he was provost for 40 years is accurate, then one could suppose that 
Jean obtained the post around the time he finished his lectures on the 
Sentences in 1357 and died in the mid-1390s, which is in keeping with 
the fact that he was alive in 1388 and dead by early 1399. 

Since he was a secular and not a fellow of the Sorbonne, there is a 
good chance that Jean de Moyenneville was a member of the collége de 
Navarre, the other important college of secular theologians at the time. 
One argument in favor of this hypothesis is the presence of his principia 
in a notebook of Étienne Gaudet. Gaudet first heard lectures in theology 
in the academic year 1344-1345, or at least he attended the principial 
debates that year. Gaudet was a member of the collége de Navarre in 
1354, but by the time he delivered his own principia and lectured on the 
Sentences, which I will argue was in 1359-1360, Gaudet had switched 
to the Sorbonne.?! While Jean de Moyenneville was lecturing, Gaudet 
was likely still at Navarre. Now, the text of Jean’s principia is generally 
in the first person singular (verbs, pronouns, and possessive pronouns) 


59  [nventaire-sommaire des Archives départementales antérieures à 1790. Tome 3. 


Série H: art. 2012-3212: archives ecclésiastiques. Fonds de l'Abbaye de Saint- 

Vasst, ed. G. TISON, sous la direction de M. DÉPREZ, Arras 1911, p. 291a. 

Cambrai, Chapitre metropolitain de Cambrai, 4 G 42 (ca. document 568). 

?! N. Gorocuov, Le collège de Navarre de sa fondation (1305) au début du XV° 
siécle. Histoire de l'institution, de sa vie intellectuelle et de son recrutement 
(Études d'histoire médiévale, 1), Paris 1997, pp. 638-639. 
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and heavily abbreviated, either because Gaudet himself took down this 
reportatio as it is, or because he copied it from Jean's notes as it is, 
or because he abbreviated an extant written version of Jean's text. At 
one point, when Nicholas the Monk's arguments are skipped with the 
remark “etc. ut in scripto" |IL.1.6], it could mean Nicholas’ own cedula 
handed to Jean or Jean's own Scriptum of his principia. Similarly, we 
read of the proof and confirmation of the Carmelite’s thesis, “ut patet 
in scedula reportatum” [II.2.47].°? 

Occasionally there are remarks in the second person plural, however, 
often toward the end of an exchange or copied on blank spaces out of 
order. After the long debate with Nicholas the Monk in the second 
principium, we read: *Super hoc dicatis ut placebit, vel omittatur, quia 
difficile est dicere quomodo..." [II.1.41] and then: “Ipse vero ad illam 
rationem vestram, quamvis solubilis faciliter, non solvit. Potestis enim 
sibi primo dicere..." [IL.1.42]. Next, at the end of the exchange with 
Guy the Cistercian on the same issue, someone writes: ^Alia vero ratio 
non videtur in aliquo contra vos. Concedo enim..." [IL.1.47]. Likewise, 
on the small folio 210r: “Rationem vero vestram modificetis ut... tunc 
ipse habet solide primam rationem quam facit contra vos..." |IL.1.74]. 
Later again: “4° modo, iuxta dicta vestra, posset talis..."  |IL.2.52], 
at the end of another exchange: “Aut aliter, ut videbitur, dicatis ad 
istum quantum ad hanc materiam..." [II.2.60], and at the very end 
of the second principium: “Alias duas auctoritates glosetis ut placebit" 
[II.2.85]. In the third principium we find this garbled remark at the end 
of another exchange: *Istud pro fundamento, et tradatur sibi nunc, quia 
nescio si illa que ipse repetit sibi tradideratis, quia aliqua ibi sunt que 
non sunt bene pro vobis" |III.2.6]. At one point near the end, however, 
the socius may be addressed: *... quod non diceretis..." [|II1.5.11] and 
“Cum vero ulterius dicitis... ad verba vaditis" [III.5.12]. 

It could simply be that when Jean is actually lecturing he refers to 
himself in the first person singular, but when he is making notes to 
himself he switches to the second person plural. Alternatively, these 
notes could have been from Jean's reporter to Jean, which Gaudet copied 
along with the rest, but then it would be hard to explain the convoluted 
codicological situation of these quires. Perhaps, then, Gaudet himself 
was Jean's reporter at the collége de Navarre, while Gaudet was there, 
before he went over to the Sorbonne. 


9? The principia will be cited according to principium, article /thesis, and paragraph 


in the edition below. 
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In Natalie Gorochov's history of the collége de Navarre, there is a 
lengthy chart of the members known to her. Between 1355 and 1361, 
there is only one bachelor of theology listed, a certain Johannes Martini, 
who is recorded as bachelor of theology in 1357.9? In the context of an 
attempt to reform the college, the priest Jean Martin had been named 
cleric of the college by the dauphin, the future Charles V, but there 
was a counter candidate who had already occupied the position for two 
years. In July 1357 the case came before the Cour de Parlement, which 
found in favor of Jean Martin, but afterwards the reform efforts seem 
to have collapsed and we hear nothing more of Jean.% Although John 
was the most popular male Christian name at the time, Martin is not a 
place name, but a father's name, so it is possible that Jean Martin was 
from Moyenneville. 

'The Jean Martin of the collége de Navarre was well connected, so he 
may not have needed an ecclesiastical benefice, in which case he would 
not appear in papal letters. There are a number of Johannes Martini 
mentioned in the papal registers, but only one stands out. The rotuli 
of the University of Paris record for the Norman Nation a master of 
arts named Johannes Martini on 17 June 1342 and again on 22 May 
1349. A cleric of the diocese of Bayeux, this Johannes Martini had a 
benefice in a church in that diocese when he received a canonry with 
expectancy of a prebend in the church of St Mary Magdalen in Verdun 
in 1342, which expectancy was renewed in 1349 when he was among 
^bacallarii cursores, vel boni scolares in theologia vel in decretis vel in 
medicina”? The name, date, and circumstances fit the later bachelor 
of theology Jean Martin of the collége de Navarre rather well, although 
if this was our Jean de Moyenneville, he was probably not from the 
Moyenneville closest to Haspres. On the other hand, the Jean Martin 
who was a bachelor of theology in the summer of 1357 could have read 
the Sentences before the 1356-1357 academic year. Whether or not 
the arts master Jean Martin of the 1340s is the bachelor of theology 
Jean Martin of 1357, and whether or not the latter was the Jean de 
Moyenneville whose principia survive in Gaudet’s notebook, our Jean 
de Moyenneville was likely at the collége de Navarre, eventually became 
a master of theology, and died between 5 November 1388 and 6 February 
1399, probably in the mid-1390s. 
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GOROCHOV, Le collège de Navarre, p. 721. 

GOROCHOV, Le collège de Navarre, pp. 306-310; Paris, Archives nationales, 
X/1a/16, f. 441v. 

?5 Rotuli Parisienses I, ed. COURTENAY, pp. 145 and 381; CUP II, p. 641. 
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3. Other Years in the Late 1350s 


Jean de Moyenneville not only allows us to reconstruct much of the 
group of bachelors lecturing on the Sentences in 1356-1357, but this in 
turn provides clues about other years in this historiographically dark 
decade. 


Johannes de Ripa and 1354-1355 


The previous secure terminus ante quem for the Sentences lectures of the 
great Franciscan Johannes de Ripa was provided by colophons relating 
that his book I had been copied in its entirety by 16 December 1357, 
meaning that the latest he could have lectured was 1356-1357.% On 
the other hand, it was clear that John or Giovanni of Ripa had lectured 
after the Franciscan Ascensius de Sainte-Colombe, who had done so (for 
the second time) in 1351-1352. André Combes saw that Ripa chose his 
thema for his collation, Amice, ascende superius, because it was from 
the reading from the following Sunday: “Amice, ascende superius. Tunc 
erit tibi gloria, Luce 14? capitulo, et in evangelio Dominice proximo erit 
future, ut ex sacris codicibus colligere possumus.”®’ This reading was 
from the 24th Sunday after Easter, or the 17th Sunday after Pentecost. 
Since the first principial collatio was supposed to be delivered between 
the feast of the Exaltation of the Cross on 14 September and the feast of 
Saint-Denis on 9 October, Combes calculated the dates of the possible 
Sundays and ruled out 1353 and 1356. In 1356 Easter fell on 24 April, 
and the Sunday in question was on 9 October. Combes considered this 
too late, but because the collatio was delivered before that Sunday, only 
now can we exclude 1356-1357, since Jean de Moyenneville helps us 
identify Amand de Valenciennes as the Franciscan sententiarius that 
year. Combes was correct that 1353 must be excluded, because that 
Sunday was on 8 September that year, so he was left to choose between 
1354, when it fell on 28 September, and 1355, in which it was on 20 
September. Combes leaned toward 1354, and for a different reason we 
can say that he was probably correct: in other years the Franciscan 
was eighth in sequence to give his first principium, and Saturday 19 


°6 This discussion builds on the introduction to JEAN DE RIPA, Lectura super 


primum Sententiarium. Prologi, Quaestiones I & II, ed. A. COMBES (Textes 
philosophiques de Moyen Age, 8), pp. xxxi-xxxii. 

97 I take this from Città del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica "Vaticana, 
Vat. lat. 6761, folio 7ra. 
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September would not have allowed enough time for seven bachelors to 
do so before him on seven legible days. 28 September, however, does 
permit sufficient time. Johannes de Ripa very likely lectured on the 
Sentences at Paris in 1354-1355. We can add that among his socii that 
year were the Carmelite Johannes Balisterii, the Augustinian Benenatus 
de Aragonia, and perhaps the Servite Paulus de Bononia. 


Bonsemblans Badoar and 1358-1359 


The names of three mendicants have been indicated above for senten- 
tiarii in 1355-1356: the Carmelite Marcus de Florentia, the Dominican 
Bernardus Ermengaudi, and the Augustinian Franciscus de Nerli. For 
the year 1357-1358, we have the Carmelite Johannes Goleyn, Golem, 
Colem, or Goulain, the Franciscan Franciscus de Cardalhaco, and the 
Augustinian Jacobus de Arenceyo. For 1358-1359 we have the assistance 
of Bonsemblans Badoar, the Augustinian sententiarius: in his four prin- 
cipia Bonsemblans cites eight of his soci?, four of them by religious order 
(the Carmelite, Franciscan, Cistercian, and Dominican bachelors), one 
by name and religious order (Petrus de Cluniaco), two by name and 
college (Johannes de Calore of Navarre and Johannes de Falisca of the 
Sorbonne), and one secular master by name (Magister Alanus).9° Ac- 
cording to the above discussion, we can identify the Carmelite as Petrus 
Rivi, while Tachau has shown that the Franciscan was Andreas de Novo- 
castro. Petrus of Cluny was probably the Cluniac Petrus Julioti who was 
addressed as a bachelor of theology and described as studying theology 
at Paris on 20 December 1364 when Pope Urban V reserved a benefice 
for him, since he was having difficulty continuing because of his poverty. 
He became master at Paris in 1368 and remained active in the university 
until 1383.99 There were few arts masters at Paris named Alanus at the 
time, only one of whom was a bachelor of theology, Alanus de Marhec, 
named as such in a supplication dated 10 May 1360, and a cancelled 
supplication of 11 October 1360 specifies that he was “bachallario in 
theologia formato"! Once again we are in the dark about the Do- 
minican, and there must have been a tenth participant in the debates, 
perhaps another secular or a Benedictine, such as Guido de Monceau, 


98 See O. UTAMURA, Die Principia- Vorlesungen des Bonsembiante Badoer, unpub- 


lished MA thesis, Ludwig-Maximilians-Universitát München, 2014. 

SULLIVAN, Benedictine Monks at the University of Paris, pp. 186-187 no. 350. 
Rotuli Parisienses II, ed. COURTENAY, GODDARD, p. 559; AAV, Reg. Suppl. 
33, f. 303r. 
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bachelor of theology on 3 April 1364 and master in 1367.19! This could 
have been the order: 


1. Petrus Rivi, Carmelite, whom Bonsemblans cites as the Carmelite 
2-5. Johannes de Falisca, collége de la Sorbonne 

2-5. Johannes de Calore, collége de Navarre 

2-5. Alanus de Marhec, secular 


5-6. Petrus Julioti, Cluniac, whom Bonsemblans cites as Petrus 
de Cluniaco 

5-6: Guido de Monceau, Benedictine (possibly, not cited by Bon- 
semblans) 

7. Cistercian bachelor, whom Bonsemblans cites as the bachelor 
of Bernard 


8. Andreas de Novocastro, Franciscan, whom Bonsemblans cites 
as the Franciscan 


9. Dominican bachelor, whom Bonsemblans cites as the Dominican 


10. Bonsemblans Badoar, Augustinian Hermit 


Étienne Gaudet and 1359-1360 


As we have seen, the text of the principia of Jean de Moyenneville sur- 
vives in one of the notebooks of Étienne Gaudet, although Glorieux 
thought that they belonged Jean Falisca. Another of those notebooks, 
Paris, Bibliothéque national de France, lat. 16535, contains Gaudet's 
own principia on folios 195-246, and Glorieux lists the socii with whom 
Gaudet explicitly states he debated: à Carmelite, a Dominican, a Fran- 
ciscan, an Augustinian, a Cistercian, Lord “Symon de Valle,” and “Lord 
Evrardus.” At one point, on folio 222v, Glorieux claimed that he saw 
in the genitive “Symon de Carmelo,” and Glorieux hypothesized that 
the frequent initial R., usually meaning *reverendus" in principia, could 
be at times ^Richardus Barbe," although earlier he had also noted the 
phrase *collatio cum magistro Roberto" on the top of folio 231r. In fact, 
on folio 230v we have a list of socii in the right margin: “R.,” “E.,” “Sy.,” 
“Aug.,” “Cordiger,” “Carmelita,” *Predicator," *Bernardiste," followed 
by the same references attached to lengthier texts. As mentioned, we 
also have the “collatio cum magistro Roberto” on the upper margin of 
folio 231r and on the right “Contra m. R.,” with more references to 


10 SULLIVAN, Benedictine Monks at the University of Paris, pp. 236-237 no. 465. 
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“m. R” in the text (we are directed to folio 233v at one point), so ^R." 
seems to stand for *Robertus" here. Finally, in yet another notebook, 
Paris, Bibliothéque national de France, lat. 16409, folios 27r-35v, Glo- 
rieux thought he discerned the principial positiones of the socii, in which 
it is specified “Symon de Valle Scolarium,” “Evrardus” repeated, and the 
“Positio Barbe,” although we also have “Positio fratris Angeli de Rome, 
contra quam alibi arguitur," which, although Glorieux does not note it, 
is followed immediately (on folio 35v) by “discipulus Hughelini "!?? 

Glorieux dated these principia and the accompanying Sentences lec- 
tures to 1362-1363, mainly because on separate grounds he dated acts 
that the author must have performed as bachelor formatus to 1363- 
1366.0? On this reasoning, however, 1362-1363 would merely be the 
latest possible date for those principia and Sentences lectures, and in 
fact, as we have seen, we now know that Glorieux’s candidate for the 
author, Jean de Falisca, actually lectured on the Sentences with Bon- 
semblans Badoar in 1358-1359, four years earlier. 

For his part, Kałuża was able to confirm Glorieux’s guess that ^Evrar- 
dus" was a Premonstratensian, Everard de Brugghenoye, Kaluza seized 
on Glorieux’s one reading of the Carmelite’s name as “Symon,” and, 
following Glorieux’s confused discussion about Moyenneville, as we have 
seen, Katuza reasoned that the Cistercian socius was called “John.” A 
letter of Pope Urban V dated 17 December 1362 refers to Everard as 
bachelor of theology “qui dudum in studio Parisiensi studisti et legisti,” 
which Katuza understandably read as meaning that he had finished 
his Sentences lectures. Katuza accordingly claimed that because the 
Carmelite must have been Symon de Spira, who became prior of Mainz 
in 1362, this must have been “donc aprés sa lecture.” Reluctant to aban- 
don Glorieux's dating altogether, however, Kałuża concluded that they 
all lectured in 1361-1362, the latest possible date, yet he immediately 
added “ot au plus tard 1362-1363," no doubt because it had been Glo- 
rieux’s calculation, although it contradicted Kaluza’s own reasoning. 104 

What neither Glorieux nor Katuza noted was that the Acta of the 
Carmelite chapter general of 1362 reveal not only that Michael of Bologna 
was appointed to lecture on the Sentences at Paris that fall, that is, in 


GLORIEUX, “Jean de Falisca,” pp. 32-33 and 79-91; also KAŁUŻA, Thomas de 
Cracovie, pp. 68-70. 

103 GLORIEUX, “Jean de Falisca,” pp. 34-37 and 100-101. 

104 KAŁUŻA, Thomas de Cracovie, pp. 68-69, nn. 20-21, and 89 and n. 74. For the 
Everard document, see Rotuli Parisienses IIl, ed. COURTENAY, GODDARD, p. 251 
and n. 18 citing Urbain V, Lettres communes, no. 1518, ed. H. GILLES. 
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1362-1363 (which he did, and we have his text), and Symon de Spira, 
far from having lectured in 1361-1362, was assigned to do so the fol- 
lowing year, i.e., 1363-1364, which is what Bartomeu Xiberta, Kaluza’s 
source, had correctly stated.105 Alexandra Baneu has now solved part 
of this puzzle, showing that Glorieux had misread the abbreviation that 
Gaudet commonly used for “similiter” as “Symonis,” so there is no rea- 
son to think that the Carmelite socius was named Simon.!06 
Otherwise, the phrase *qui dudum in studio Parisiensi studisti et 
legisti? describing Evrard on 17 December 1362 does not entail that he 
had finished his Sentences lectures just five months earlier, but merely 
that he had finished both studying and lecturing “dudum.” Now, in 
the first place the reason that Glorieux excluded Gaudet as a candidate 
for the person responsible for the notebooks and also the principia in 
Paris 16535 is that *Il se trouve étre en 1362 simple maitre és-arts en- 
core," and indeed on 27 November 1362 Gaudet was termed a master of 
arts.!°” In correctly identifying the author as Gaudet on other grounds, 
however, Katuza also rightly pointed out that, regardless of the mention 
of Gaudet as master of arts in 1362, the fact that his socius Everard had 
already lectured on the Sentences at that point meant that Gaudet must 
also have done so by Hen. JP Since the 1362 mention of Gaudet simply 
as master of arts was in the rotulus of the Faculty of Arts, perhaps his 
status as bachelor of theology was deemed impertinent or overlooked. 
In fact, Courtenay and Eric D. Goddard later found a supplication in 
which Gaudet himself is already referred to as “master of arts and bach- 
elor in the sacred page at Paris" on 4 February 1360, and since then 
I have located the corresponding papal letter in the registers.!0? If we 
take into consideration that Glorieux's guess of 1362-1363 was merely 


105 Acta Capitulorum Generalium Ordinis Fratrum B.V. Mariae de Monte Carmelo, 


ed. WESSELS, p. 51; B. XIBERTA, De scriptoribus scholasticis saeculi XIV ez 
ordine Carmelitarum (Bibliothéque de la Revue d'histoire ecclésiatique, 6), Lou- 
vain 1931, p. 52. 

A. BANEU, “A Fourteenth-Century Parisian Carmelite Seen through the Lens of 
Étienne Gaudet," paper read at the Workshop on Medieval Carmelite Scholastics 
in Rome on 27-29 April 2023. 

GLORIEUX, “Jean de Falisca,” pp. 35-36; Rotuli Parisienses II, ed. COURTENAY, 
GODDARD, p. 129 

KALUZA, Thomas de Cracovie, p. 89. 

Rotuli Parisienses II, ed. COURTENAY, GODDARD, p. 555 (Reg. Suppl. 33, 
f. 26r); also Reg. Aven. 143, ff. 543v-544r, no. 154: "Dilecto filio Stephano 
Galdeti, rectori parrochialis ecclesie de Fraxinisarchiepiscopi Rothomagensis dio- 
cesis, bacallario in sacra theologia, salutem etc... Datum Avinione, II Nonas 
Februarii, anno octavo." 
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the terminus post quem non for Falisca, who, it turns out, had already 
lectured in 1358-1359, and that Katuza’s 1361-1362 date for Gaudet was 
also just a terminus post quem non, there is no reason why we cannot 
date these lectures earlier. Ordinarily someone mentioned as bachelor of 
theology on 4 February 1360 was either reading the Sentences that year 
or had already done so. Since Gaudet was then at the Sorbonne, and 
Jean de Falisca was the Sorbonne sententiarius in 1358-1359, Gaudet 
and his socii must have read the Sentences in 1359-1360, as Courtenay 
has quietly suggested. 19 

Further proof is hard to find at this point, however. The most consis- 
tent participants in the principial debates among the regular clergy were 
the representatives of the four main mendicant orders and the Cister- 
cians, but Gaudet, as was common practice, mentions only their orders, 
not their names. Premonstratensian canons regular were only occasion- 
ally involved, so Gaudet singles out Everard de Brugghenoye. Unfor- 
tunately, nothing else is currently known about Simon, a canon regular 
of the Val des Écoliers.!!! If Gaudet was from the Sorbonne, Master 
Robert may have been from Navarre, but there is no good candidate for 
a Robert who read the Sentences at Navarre in the late 1350s or early 
13505, ^ 

Richard Barbe seems more promising. As master of arts and former 
rector of the University of Paris, on 13 November 1353 Richard was said 
to have long studied in the Faculty of T'heology. A member of the collége 
d'Autun, Richard was labelled a bachelor of theology in a supplication 
of 10 February 1363, and by 3 April 1367 he was master of theology.!!? 
According to a letter of Pope Urban V dated 8 November 1362, Richard 


110 Tn a footnote in COURTENAY, “Theological Bachelors at Paris on the Eve of the 


Papal Schism,” p. 929 n. 18, although without explanation. 

On the order, see C. GUYON, Les Écoliers du Christ: l'ordre canonial du Val 
des Écoliers (1201-1539), Saint-Etienne: Université de Saint-Etienne, 1998, and 
for a rare surviving text, C. SCHABEL, “A Tractatus on the Distinction of the 
Holy Spirit from the Son by a Master of the Val des Écoliers," Mediaevalia 
Philosophica Polonorum 35 (2006), pp. 184-214. 

Robert Hébert d'Alemaigne did so afterwards: GOROCHOV, Le collège de 
Navarre, pp. 647—648. 

Rotuli Parisienses IIl, ed. COURTENAY, GODDARD, pp. 503-504; Reg. Suppl. 38, 
f. 75r: “Item, Ricardo Barbe bacalario in theologia de canonicatu et prebenda 
in ecclesia Belvacensi cum cantoria de qua littigatur, non obstante ecclesia par- 
rociali de Hateinvilla Rothomagensis diocesis"; Reg. Av. 164, f. 153r: “Dilecto 
filio Ricardo Barbe, canonico Leodiensi, in sacra theologia magistro, salutem et 
apostolicam benedictionem" (summarized in Urbain V, Suppliques, no. 703, ed. 
A.-M. HAYEZ, J. MATHIEU, and M.-F. YVAN, and Urbain V, Lettres communes, 
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had resigned a benefice at some point before 24 December 1361, but 
unfortunately his title is not given in the 1362 letter and I have not 
been able to locate the 1361 letter.!!4^ There is nothing preventing us 
from placing Richard Barbe as sententiarius in the 1359-1360 academic 
year. Still, there is no guarantee that he was Gaudet's socius either. 

'The Angelus de Roma mentioned right after Barbe seems to have been 
an Augustinian follower of Hugolino of Orvieto. Venicio Marcolino has 
written about Angelus, but he accepted Glorieux's incorrect identifica- 
tion of the Carmelite socius as Symon de Spira and Kaluza’s problematic 
(if Symon had been the socius) dating of 1361-1362, since we have no 
certain information about this particular Angelus de Roma outside Paris 
16408. Nevetheless, Marcolino pointed out that on the otherwise blank 
folio 20v it is written ^2! Augustinen.," implying that there were two 
Augustinians reading the Sentences that year, a phenomenon that was 
becoming more common among the mendicants. Taking the 1361-1362 
date as given, Marcolino guessed that Facinus de Ast was the other 
Augustinian.!!> If instead 1359-1360 was the date, then the other Au- 
gustinian was instead Radolphus de Castello, as we have seen, while the 
Carmelite must have been Jacobus de Mediolano. 


The Alleged Sentences Questions of Nicole Oresme in 
Vat. lat. 986 


Finally, an edition of the set of ten questions on the Sentences on folios 
lra-3lvb and 118va-121ra in Vat. lat. 986 has recently been published 
by Alain Boureau, who attributes the text to Nicole Oresme and dates it 
vaguely to before 1362, when Boureau asserts Oresme held his Resumpta 
as new master of theology at Paris. Boureau specifies: 


Bien évidemment, la rédaction de ces questions précéde la ré- 
sompte de 1362, mais sans doute de peu; toutes les années pré- 
cédentes avaient été fort occupées par les travaux naturalistes 
d'Oresme, et la décision, assez abrupte, d'obtenir un magistére en 


no. 20510, ed. M. HAYEZ, A.-M. HAYEZ, with J. MATHIEU and M.-F. YvAN, Ut 
per litteras apostolicas. . . ). 

114 AAV, Reg. Aven. 153, ff. 24v-25r, no. 44. 

H5 V. MARCOLINO, “Angelus de Roma O.E.S.A., ein erklárter Vertreter der The- 
ologie Hugolins von Orvieto an der Pariser Universitat,” in Schwerpunkte 
und Wirkungen des Sentenzenkommentars Hugolins von Orvieto O.E.S.A., ed. 
W. ECKERMANN (Cassiciacum, 42), Würzburg: Augustinus, 1990, pp. 353-365, 
at pp. 354—357, with an edition on pp. 363-364. 
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théologie a dû provoquer la phase ultime de la licence de théologie 
avec une lecture des Sentences.!15 


First of all, the 1362 date of the Resumpta stems from the fact that 
Oresme, from the collége de Navarre, was recorded as being regent mas- 
ter in the rotulus dated 23 November 1362.!!7 Yet this would merely 
make the spring of 1362 the latest possible date for Oresme's inception, 
and secular theologians could reign for many years. In fact, however, 
Monica Brinzei has shown that Oresme was already a master of theology 
by 5 June 1361, which pushes the latest possible date for his inception 
back to earlier in the spring of 1361.118 

Leaving aside the unlikely theory that anyone could have made an 
abrupt decision to become a master of theology, that anyone could sim- 
ply choose to lecture on the Sentences, or that Oresme could not have 
written in natural philosophy while studying theology (Boureau him- 
self is an example of astounding productivity), there are other problems 
with hypothesizing that these questions are by Oresme and come from 
Parisian lectures given not long before 1361. Even if Oresme did incept 
in the spring of 1361, this would make the 1359-1360 the latest year for 
Oresme’s Sentences lectures. Yet 1359-1360 seems to be ruled out by the 
fact that Etienne Gaudet does not mention Oresme as a socius and more 
likely had a Master Robert as his socius from the collège de Navarre. 
Likewise, neither does Bonsemblans Badoar cite Oresme in 1358-1359, 
which is not surprising since Johannes de Calore was the sententiarius 
for the collége de Navarre that year. Jean de Moyenneville's references 
appear to exclude 1356-1357 as well, leaving 1357-1358, which would 
ordinarily our best bet anyway if Oresme's Resumpta does indeed date 
to early 1361. Yet if Oresme did read in 1357-1358 (or 1355-1356, or 
earlier, the only good possibilities), he cannot have been the author of 
the questions in Vat. lat. 986, as we shall now see. 

Tachau had suggested that the author of these questions was a Fran- 
ciscan. This was on the basis of his citations, of which she made a 


16 NICOLE ORESME, Ecrits métaphysiques et théologiques. La résompte de 1362. 


Tome I: Questions sur les Sentences de Pierre Lombard I-III; Tome II : Ques- 
tions sur les Sentences de Pierre Lombard IV-X, ed. A. BOUREAU (Bibliothéque 
Scolastique), Paris 2021, I, p. cxiii. 

Rotuli Parisienses IIl, ed. COURTENAY, GODDARD, pp. 84-85. 

M. BRÎNZEI, “L’attribution erronée des textes de Nicolas Oresme,” presented 
on 1 April 2023 at the Journée Incipit, Centre Pierre Abélard, Paris-Sorbonne, 
forthcoming in written form with an edition of the document, which for other 
reasons is quoted in GOROCHOV, Le collége de Navarre, pp. 314—315. 
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preliminary count, which I supplemented, and which can be confirmed 
with Boureau's edition, according to numbers of columns in the manu- 
script on which the authors are cited:!!? 


Franciscan Authors Other Authors 

Adam Wodeham (1) Nicholas of Autrecourt, secular (3) 
Alexander Langeley (2) Richard Billingham, secular (3) 
Andrew of Novocastro (2) Richard Campsall, secular (1) 
Astensius (23) Richard FitzRalph, secular (3) 
Francis of Marchia (2) Richard Kilvington, secular (3) 
Gerald Ot (2) Thomas Bradwardine, secular (3) 
James of Spinello (11) Walter Burley, secular (2) 

John Duns Scotus (9) Gregory of Rimini, Augustinian (8) 
John Rodington (4) Osbert of Pickingham, Carmelite (2) 
John Went (6) Robert Holcot, Dominican (1) 
Nicholas Bonet (4) Thomas Aquinas, Dominican (2) 


Peter Auriol (9) 

Pontius (Carbonell?) (2) 
Roger Roseth (5) 
Walter Chatton (2) 
William of Ockham (5) 


There are a few others, to be discussed below, but for those for whom 
we have other sources of information, the author cites 16 Franciscans 
on 89 columns, 8 seculars on 19 columns, 2 Dominicans on 3 columns, 1 
Augustinian on 8 columns, and 1 Carmelite on 2 columns, altogether 12 
non-Franciscans on 32 columns. Boureau explains the above by the fact 
that Oresme was interested in natural philosophy, a particular preoc- 
cupation of Oxonian seculars and Franciscans. This would not account 
for the fact that of the Parisians active after 1300 the author cites nine 
Franciscans (assuming that Pontius is Carbonell and active at Paris) 
but only three non-Franciscans, Gregory of Rimini, Walter Burley, and 
Nicholas of Autrecourt. Indeed, of the authors active after 1345, the 
author cites three Franciscans and no others. 

It is also telling how the author refers to recent regular clerics who are 
not Franciscans, since the author does not specify the order of the Mi- 
norites. In Boureau's edition, according to volume and page number, for 


H9 'DACHAU, “French Theology in the Mid-Fourteenth Century,” pp. 44-45; 


C. SCHABEL, Theology at Paris, 1316-1345: Peter Auriol and the Problem of 
Divine Foreknowledge and Future Contingents (Ashgate Studies in Medieval Phi- 
losophy), Aldershot 2000, p. 289, n. 13; NICOLE ORESME, Écrits métaphysiques 
et théologiques, ed. BOUREAU, I, pp. xl-xli. 
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Gregory of Rimini we read Gregorius Hermita (1.22), Gregorium Heremi- 
tam (11.35), Gregorius Heremita (11.54), Gregorii Heremita (sic) (11.68), 
Gregorii Heremite (11.232), and Gregorium Heremitam (111.348): that 
is, on six occasions our author had to specify that this was Gregory the 
Augustinian, indicating that our author was not an Augustinian. In ad- 
dition, for contemporary authors, we have three references to Monachus 
or Monacho (1.28, 11.26, 11.240) and one to unus Predicator (11.294), 
which implies that our author was neither a monk nor a Dominican. 
(There is no reason to assume that this Monachus was Jean de Mire- 
court, pace Boureau [I.xli].) In contrast, the reference to fratris Andree 
(L314) as opposed to something like Andree Minorite hints at the au- 
thor's Franciscan identity. 

More importantly, the author cites a number of others who must be 
contemporaries. In fact, the author cites two of them according to their 
principia, although in both cases Boureau's edition falls short of perfec- 
tion (differences are in italics): 


Vat. lat. 986, folio 120rb 

d luxta predicta intulit magister 
Rudbertus in suo principio 4?" cor- 
relaria. | Primum, quod contingit 
hominem per totum annum labo- 
rare... 2™, quod... 3"', possibile 
est... 47, quod aliquid... 


ed. Boureau, 11.442 
Iuxta predictam magister Rudbertus 
in suo principio corollarium primum 
quod contingit per totum annum lab- 
orare... 2? Quod... 3? Possibile... 
4° Quod aliquid... 


Here we thus have a secular theologian named Rudbertus who inferred 
four corollaries in his (first) principium. 

In the second instance Boureau does better, except that the crucial 
word principium is rendered primo (folio 30va, IL.308): “Ad tertium 
dicit Grancion in suo principio [primo Boureau.] quod Deus nec influ- 
entia generali nec speciali concurrit uniformiter cum agentibus natural- 
ibus..." 

Unfortunately, I have been unable to find any secular theologian named 
Rudbertus or anything like that or any theologian named Grancion who 
was active at Paris in the 1350s or 1360s. Boureau's contention that the 
latter is the Oxford Dominican John Grafton, active in the early 1330s, 
is extremely unlikely, given the reference to the principium (1.xli). 

That our author was at least familiar with Paris is clear from other 
remarks, for example on folio 30ra (11.294): “Ad secundum fuit unus 
Predicator qui concessit Parisius in aula episcopi propter hoc quod illud 
[id Boureau.] quod est volitum voluntate beneplaciti est conforme recte 
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rationi... [mg.: Contra Predicatorem] Contra ipsum..." This is im- 


portant not only because, as mentioned, the reference to a Dominican 
makes it clear that the author is not a Dominican, but it may suggest 
that our author is not presently in Paris, and it entails that he is citing 
senior scholars whom he heard in the past. 

Further evidence of the author's familiarity with Paris is on the first 
folio, 1vb (1.32): 


Primum, scilicet de reparatione instantis, tenuit Grantion propter 
primam rationem. Secundum tenuit quidam [secundum tenuit 
quidam om. Boureau] valens prior de Cerbona propter rationem 
[2ra] secundam. Ad G’rantion primo clare patet... [L.34] Ad pri- 
orem de Cerbona... 


We are not given the name of the prior of the Sorbonne who “held” 
something, but Grantion also “held” something, thus seemingly con- 
firming that Grantion was also at Paris, pace Boureau. Nevertheless, we 
are entitled to wonder whether our author participated in the principial 
debates with Master Rudbertus and Grantion or merely witnessed them. 

Another probably senior scholar who is cited in the questions in Vat. 
lat. 986 is a certain magistro Fereth, whose first name Boureau ren- 
dered as Ricardo, which he interpreted as Richard FitzRalph, cited else- 
where. Rather than Bäi", however, the manuscript reads Ra%, which 
likely gives us Raymundo. 'l'he context suggests that this person was 
also active in the 1350s and engaged with the Franciscus Ascensius de 
Sainte-Colombe (folio 31rb, 11.320): “Contra conclusionem arguo per ar- 
gumentum Astensii [Astensis Boureau] quo probavit conclusionem suam 
reverendo/respondendo [respondendo Boureau| magistro Raymundo [Ri- 
cardo Boureau] Fereth” 120 There is also a reference to a certain Alexan- 
der de Ianua (Genoa) on folio 28ra (11.286), who “huius opinionis fuit." 

Our author also cites P. Guichart or P. de Guichart (presumablly 
Petrus),?! Hebertus de Carvar’ or Cravar’,!?? a certain bachelor, ?? 
and Egidius de Selvia or de Selva,!** the first three and perhaps the 
fourth in the present tense. An example in the text may suggest that 


120 Boureau (IL.322) sees another Fereth in the response in the same column, think- 


ing that the scribe erred in writing facientem, but facientem makes perfect sense, 
meaning not Fereth but Astensius: ^Ad primum reduco contra facientem..." 
Folio 21rb (IL.84): “Ad secundum dicit P. Guichart quod nisi esset propter sim- 
plices posset concedi quod sunt tres dii... [IL.86] [mg.: P. de Guichart] Ad 
tertium possent esse plures dii, concedit P. de Guichart... Dicit P. quod..." 
Folio 21vb (IL106): *Ad secundum respondet unus [mg.: Hebertus de Carvar'/ 
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the author himself was named Robert (folio 118vb, IL.410-412): “sicud 
concedimus ‘Robertus est Robertus’... " 

What can we make of all this? A reference to Frater Andreas by 
what seems to be a Franciscan points to Andrew de Novocastro, who 
lectured on the Sentences at Paris in 1358-1359, as we have seen. 125 
Since none of the other persons mentioned in this set of questions in 
Vat. lat. 986 lectured along with Andrew, we can be fairly certain that 
these questions date to the academic year 1359-1360 at the earliest. 
For the reasons given above, this excludes Nicole Oresme as the author 
of these questions. For the same reasons these questions cannot have 
come from Parisian lectures delivered that year, since none of the socii 
is mentioned by Étienne Gaudet. 

For an alleged set of Parisian questions on the Sentences, it is odd 
that no other information seems to be available for any of the seven the- 
ologians mentioned in the text, Master Rudbertus, Grancion/Grantion, 
Master Raymundus, Alexander de Ianua, Aegidius de Selva/Selvia, Petrus 
Guichart, and Hebertus de Carvar’/Cravar’. We have seen that there are 
other indications that the author was not even in Paris when he lectured, 
but in a Franciscan convent, as Tachau originally suggested.!?6 Amiens 
is a good possibility. 


4. The Quires and the Contents 


Étienne Gaudet likely did not retain Jean de Moyenneville's principia 
for their doctrinal contents, but as a model for how to perform in the 
principial debates. At the end of the second principium and before the 
next quire with the third principium we find the following note on folio 


Cravar'] [Cernar Boureau] quod ymaginatio fallit. Implicat enim quod sit aliquod 
potentiale [possibile Boureau] spatium imaginabile sine aliquo positivo [ponendo 
Boureau] de mundo, sicud [sic Boureau] implicat quod Deus destruat quidquid 
est inter latera huius scole. Licet ille multas rationes faciat ad hoc, cum una de 
fortioribus innititur [nititur Boureau] isti... [22ra, IL.108]... Tunc respondeo 
ad fundamentum [sententiam Boureau] Heberti: quando dicit quod tale spatium 
potentiale esset locus..." 

123 Folio 22ra (IL.108): “Dicit unus bacallarius. . . " 

1?! Folio 26ra (IL196): [mg.: Egidius de Selvia (om. Boureau)| Oppositam con- 

clusionem tenet Egidius de Selvia [Selina Boureau], quam probat sic..." Folio 

120rb (11.444): Quarto arguit Egidius de Selva [Selina Boureau] 

TACHAU, “French Theology in the Mid-Fourteenth Century,” pp. 46-47 

TACHAU, “French Theology in the Mid-Fourteenth Century," p. 47. 
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212v, to which Glorieux drew attention for the same reason but placed 
8:127 


it incorrectly on folio 20 
Isto et sequenti: in his duobus sisternis apparet de modo re- 
spondendi consequenter multoties et replicando. In sequenti con- 
similiter de modo consequenter arguendi tam [del] pro forma, nam 
in quolibet iuxta exigentiam sic vel melius facere aliis ingenium: 


veritatum 


precisio — entitatum — principia cum bono modo loquendi philo- 
sophico et articuli. 


quantitatum 


For this reason, perhaps, Gaudet did not concern himself with recording 
or copying Jean de Moyenneville's first principium on book I or fourth 
principium on book III. The text of the two principia as we have them 
from Gaudet is heavily abbreviated in the sense that previous arguments 
are so truncated that they are meaningless without the responses that 
are then supplied. This does not mean that such abbreviation is due to 
Gaudet, however, for it is quite possible that what we have are at least 
in part Jean's notes, copied into Gaudet's notebook. If we had the text 
of Jean’s first principium, on book I, perhaps we would be able to fill 
in the blanks, since that debate continues in the second principium and 
into the third. 

The frequent reference to two quires in the various tabulae in Paris 
16408, not all noted by Glorieux, requires a codicological analysis of 
this section of the manuscript. Glorieux reported that the paper in 
the manuscript measures 230 x 145 mm and noted that the quires are 
surrounded by guard bifolia. According to Glorieux, the manuscript con- 
sists of 24 quires, some of which are marked, among them, he believed, 
were 207-212P* and 224-230, leaving one or two quires in between.!?° 
In fact, the two quires are folios 207-212 and folios 21255217, that is, 
two quires of three bifolios each. These quires measure 216 x 148 mm, 
but in each quire the center bifolio is a smaller piece of paper that is 
folded in such a way that the first folio matches the size of the others 


127 GLORIEUX, “Jean de Falisca,? 67, with numerous errors (besides skipping words 


intentionally on three occasions): multoties et| multipliciter G; iuxta exigen- 
tiam] vix evidenter G; aliis] an G; veritatum] veritatis G; principia] in principio 
G; loquendi] valde G; articuli] utili G. Not all of these readings are clear, but 
Glorieux's reading are clearly errors. 


128 GLORIEUX, “Jean de Falisca,” 24 and nn. 4-5. 
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and the second folio is thinner. Thus for the center bifolio of the first 
quire, 209-210, folio 210 is only 90 mm wide, and for the center folios 
of the second quire, 214—215, folio 215 is only 115 mm wide. 

Jean de Moyenneville's principia are on folios 208r-216v, the second 
principium (on book IV) on folios 208r-212v-, that is, the end of the 
first quire (207-212), and the third principium (on book II) on folios 
213r-216v, that is, the second quire minus the quire guard (21255217). 
The tabulae usually describe them as being on two quires and having 
something preceding the two principia and something following them, 
presumably a first principium (on book I) and a fourth principium (on 
book III). The lengthy description of the two quires on folio 220r and 
largely quoted above begins thus: 


In 8? <sisterno> in primo folio 3 modi respondendi ad hoc dubium: 
Utrum summa sapientia disponente in resurgente post amissam 
rectitudinem prior redeat fortitudo, et quod Deus non agat cum 
causa secunda concurrendo. 


Folio 207r is so faded that it is largely illegible. It was probably reused 
as a quire guard, but enough can be made out to discern that it mostly 
consists of a list of questions at least some of which are theological. Fo- 
lio 207v has the heading “Forma respondendi ad quandam questionem 
propositam," and indeed begins as follows: “Utrum summa sapientia 
disponente in resurgente post amissam rectitudinem prior redeat forti- 
tudo.” Afterwards we do find “Modus primus respondendi," “Secundus 
modus...," and “Tertius modus...” Following a small gap in the mid- 
dle of the page the text continues: *Quod Deus non agat..." In other 
words, whatever Tables C and D imply, the only thing preceding our 
principia when the summary on folio 220r was written is what is now 
on folio 207v. The second quire begins with the note on content on the 
otherwise blank folio 212555, After the end of the principium on folio 
216v, there is no other principium on folio 217r, but instead we have 
material added later, on what was probably originally a blank folio. 


5. Reconstructing Jean de Moyenneville's First 
Principium 
Understandably, Gaudet reports nothing of Jean de Moyenneville's col- 


lationes or sermons, but we may be able to guess what the biblical 
thema was. The third principium refers to the thema just before the 
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question title: *Circa secundum Sententiarum et circa materiam thema- 
tis moveo unam talem questionem: Utrum homo quem Deus in mundi 
principio rectum fecit tantum meruisset vel mereri potuisset omittendo 
gustare de ligno vetito quantum demeruit in gustando The question is 
linked to the topic of the thema, so we should look for a thema involv- 
ing how God made humans in rectitude at the beginning of the world. 
For example, one possibility would be Ecclesiastes 7:30: Fecerit Deus 
hominem rectum. Or perhaps he chose one of the three passages con- 
taining the well-known phrase ante mundi constitutionem, all in the New 
Testament. Only one of these is the Gospels: Dilexisti me ante consti- 
tutionem mundi, which happens to be from John 17:24, a nice choice for 
a theologian named Johannes de Mediavilla whose principia deal with 
God's grace and merit. 

Before the title of the second principium, in the margin above, we 
read this: “Primus: utrum quilibet rectitudini proprie conscientie se 
conformans et erronee se difformans eternum premium mereatur." Is it 
possible that this is the title of Jean de Moyenneville's first principium, 
on book I. Although one would expect to find pertinent discussions of 
this topic in book II, the last distinction of book I, number 48, does 
concern the conformity of the human will to God and ad rectum finem. 
The appearance of “rectitudini” and “conformans” in the title would be 
sufficient for a principium on the first book, because the link between 
the principial question and the particular book need not have been more 
than the superficial inclusion of a word or two in the title. Indeed, in 
the third principium, on book II, while giving the title of the third 
thesis Jean interrupts himself to say this about the wording: “non facio 
differentiam in istis conclusionibus nisi propter titulum et librum," as if 
to say that he modified the terms to fit the book [III.3.1]. This is also 
clear in the second principium: "Utrum quilibet voluntarie omittens 
suscipere sacramenta nove legis eternum supplicium mereatur" The 
evidence that this is a principium on book IV is not simply the phrase 
"sacramenta nove legis" in the title, a topic of book IV, but also the 
complete absence of the word “sacrament” in the body of the question 
after the second paragraph: Jean inserted the word “sacramenta” once 
each in the title, opening argument, and argument ad oppositum, because 
he had to connect somehow his question with book IV of the Sentences, 
which he was then about to read [IL.1.1-2]. No such superficiality is 
required in the third príncipium, on book II, because Jean's principial 
theses likely dealt exclusively with topics from the second half of book 
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II. Still, Jean did add two references to creation anyway, covered in 
the beginning of book II: *Utrum homo quem Deus in mundi principio 
rectum fecit tantum meruisset vel mereri potuisset omittendo gustare 
de ligno vetito quantum demeruit in gustando.” The fourth and final 
principium, on book III, probably included a perfunctory reference to 
Christology in the title, unless it ostensibly targeted the virtues. 

Jean supplies some evidence in his second and third principia for 
us to infer that his first principium probably did involve the question 
“Utrum quilibet rectitudini proprie conscientie se conformans et erronee 
se difformans eternum premium mereatur" At one point in his second 
principium, speaking against the Carmelite, Jean reminds the audience 
of what he had said in his first principium: 


Circa quod est advertendum quod dixi actum invincibiliter con- 
formem errori vel iudicio intellectus erroneo non esse malum ac 
per hoc talem conscientiam non esse malam aut erroneam, ac per 
hoc non omnis actus difformis recto iudicio «est? malus [II.2.49]. 


Jean then gives three arguments that remain very close to the question 
title. 

Besides a possible title, ^Utrum quilibet rectitudini proprie conscientie 
se conformans et erronee se difformans eternum premium mereatur," 
Jean gives us quite a bit of information about what happened in the 
first principium, because the debates that began in the first principium 
usually continued throughout the academic year. Ramón the Carmelite 
bachelor, who went first, posited at least two theses: 


Carmelite 1: The will is formally free. 


Carmelite 2: The human will that deviates from its judgement, 
which is called “reason,” namely the dictamen of the intellect itself, 
is always bad. 


Then Guillaume “had posited” at least two theses, the second of which 
was this: 


Guillaume 2: “On the basis of grace and merits, eternal life is owed 
to everyone who merits." 


Besides attacking the above theses, Jean posited his own: 


Jean 1: Someone can omit culpably by having no act of the will. 
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Jean 2: The freedom of the will notwithstanding, it produces some 
acts necessarily, namely before deliberation. 


Jean 3: The will is not the total active cause of its volition. 
Jean 4: Someone who knows the single circumstances of her acts 


cannot by acting suitably according to right reason will effica- 
ciously not to merit. 


Later, in his third principium, on book II, Jean suggests that he had 
posited a fifth thesis in his first principium: 


Jean 5: The first parent was unable to will to taste of the forbidden 
wood through an act produced purely by free causes. 


Nicholas the Benedictine, Guy the Cistercian, and Amand the Francis- 
can opposed Jean's first thesis in their first principia, and Amand the 
Franciscan attacked the other four theses as well. 

One might think that the focus of the entire principial debate was on 
similar topics, but Jean only recorded his exchanges that concerned his 
own themes of willing and merit. Jean says nothing about four of his 
socii and only mentions the pertinent theses of the socii whom he does 
cite. 


6. The Structure 


An English translation of Étienne Gaudet’s summary of the two prin- 
cipia on folio 220r of Paris 16408, quoted above in Latin, is a useful 
introduction to the structure and doctrine in these questions: 


Next in the same [eighth] quire is treated the question whether any- 
one voluntarily omitting to receive the sacraments of the New Law 
merits eternal suffering. Where first [it is treated] concerning pure 
omission, whether it is or can be sin. Second it touches the will, 
and first concerning freedom, whether it is formally free, against 
the Carmelite; second, that it is not the total cause, against Friar 
Amand the Cordelier. The third point [is] on the conformity of 
the will, where it touches namely that an act invincibly conform- 
ing to error is not evil, against which the Carmelite. The fourth 
[is] on the utility of the will, where first [it is asked] whether an in- 
terior act of the will alone is as meritorious as [it is] along with an 
exterior [act], and concerning what is owed [someone] from merits 
and grace, against Servaville. T'hese things are touched upon in 
said quire. 
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In the ninth quire [it is] still concerning the aforesaid things, and 
one must proceed: the question is moved whether a human whom 
God made righteous in the beginning of the world would have 
merited or could have merited as much by omitting to taste of 
the forbidden wood as the person demerited in tasting. Where 
[there are] some theses. The first [is] concerning pure omission, 
against which four bachelors [argued]. The second thesis, that 
the first parent was more able to sin by omitting etc., is clear 
through the case of [someone] omitting to rescue two people in 
need, because the person seems liable to both, and concerning this 
it is also had in the preceding quire, against lord Nicholas the 
Monk. The third thesis touches that the same thing is owed to 
someone meriting from merits as [to someone meriting] only from 
grace. The fourth thesis [is] that the first parent was unable to will 
to taste of the forbidden wood through an act produced only by 
free causes, because necessarily knowledge concurs, against Friar 
Amand. The fifth [is] that through willing alone a person would 
have demerited as much as the person demerited through willing 
along with an exterior act, against Pontcroix. 


As Gaudet states, Jean de Moyenneville’s second principium, on book 
IV, first deals with sins of omission, or rather “the pure omission of the 
will,” the topic of the first of two articles that evenly divide the question, 
the second being “the free action of the will,” which Gaudet splits into 
four parts. Gaudet relates that Jean’s third principium, on book II, is 
divided into the discussion of five theses. This is accurate as far as it 
goes, but apparently Gaudet was uninterested in the first article of the 
second principium, which is actually slightly longer than the second and 
also has subdivisions. The description of the third principium, on book 
II, is more informative, but an outline of both principia will help the 
reader visualize the questions, according to the numbered paragraphs in 
the edition below: 


Outline of second principium, on book IV 


Utrum quilibet voluntarie omittens suscipere sacramenta nove legis eter- 
num supplicium mereatur 
[1-3] Opening arguments and divisio quaestionis 
Article 1: De voluntatis pura omissione 
[4-5] Thesis (1) and proof from first principium: Quis potest culpa- 
biliter omittere, nullum actum voluntatis habendo 
[6] Nicholas the Monk's arguments against (in first principium), ut 
in scripto 
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7-9] Nicholas’ three arguments 
10-18] Three responses to each of Nicholas’ three arguments 
19-24] Nicholas’ response to Jean's first argument, then Jean’s 
five responses 
25] Nicholas’ response to Jean’s second argument 
26-30] Five responses to Nicholas’s response 
31-43] Potential response of Nicholas and Jean's responses, 
propositions, further arguments 
[44] Guy the Cistercian's arguments against (from first principium, 
not listed) 
45-47] Jean's responses to two, and reference to discussion with 
Nicholas 
[48] Amand the Franciscan’s arguments against (from first princi- 
pium, not listed), and reference to same 
49—55] Jean's responses and his propositions 
[56] Guillaume de Servaville's three arguments against (from second 
principium, not listed) 
57-72] Jean's responses to each and to Guillaume's auctoritas 
73-77] Further dialogue on smaller sheet 
Article 2: De voluntatis libera actione — |1| division into four puncta 
First point: De voluntatis libertate 
[2] Ramón the Carmelite's thesis from first principium: Voluntas 
est formaliter libera (proofs not listed) 
3] Jean's arguments against in his first principium (not listed) 
4| Ramón's new proof in second principium (not listed) 
5-16] Jean's responses 
[17] Jean's thesis (2) from first principium: Non obstante libertate 
voluntatis, ipsa producit aliquos actus necessario, scilicet ante de- 
liberationem 
18] Amand the Franciscan's arguments against (from first prin- 
cipium, not listed) 
19-23] Jean's responses 
Second point: De voluntatis activitate 
[24] Jean's thesis (3) from first principium: Voluntas non est totalis 
causa activa sue volitionis 
[25] Amand the Franciscan's counter-thesis from first principium: 
Voluntas cum Deo concurrente (proofs not listed) 
[26-46] Jean's arguments against Amand, with some dialogue and 
propositions 
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Third point: De voluntatis conformitate 
[47] Ramón the Carmelite’s thesis (from second principium, per- 
haps repeated from first): Humana voluntas discrepans a suo iu- 
dice, qui dicitur ratio, scilicet dictamen ipsius intellectus, semper 
est mala 
[48] Proofs and confirmations, ut patet in scedula (not listed) 
[49] Jean’s earlier response: Dizi actum invincibiliter conformem 
errori vel iudicio intellectus erroneo non esse malum ac per hoc 
talem conscientiam non esse malam aut erroneam, ac per hoc 
non omnis actus difformis rectio iudicio «est malus 
49-53] Jean's arguments, accusing Ramón of contradicting the 
second conclusion of his own second article 
54] Jean’s thesis (4) from first principium: Sciens singulas circum- 
stantias actuum suorum non potest habiliter agendo recte rationi 
velle efficaciter non mereri (arguments not listed) 
55] Amand the Franciscan argued against (in first principium, not 
listed) 
56-60] Dialogue with Amand 
Fourth point: De actus voluntatis utilitate 


61] Issue 1: An actus interior voluntatis sit tantum utilis sicut 
actus interior cum exteriore 

[62] Jean de Pontcroix has three arguments probantes actum 

exteriorem peiorem interiori 
63-68] Pontcroix's first argument and Jean's responses 
69-74] Pontcroix's second argument and Jean's responses 
75-79] Pontcroix's third argument and Jean’s responses 
[80] Issue 2: Guillaume de Servaville's thesis from first principium: 
Omni merenti debetur ex gratia et meritis vita eterna 

[81] Jean argued against in first principium (not listed) 

[82] Guillaume responds in second principium (not listed) 

[83-85] Jean responds in second principium 


Outline of third principium, on book II 


Utrum homo quem Deus in mundi principio rectum fecit tantum meruis- 
set vel mereri potuisset omittendo gustare de ligno vetito quantum de- 
meruit in gustando 
[1-3] Opening arguments and divisio quaestionis 
Thesis 1 (repeated from second principium) [4]: Primus parens potuit 
pure omittendo sine actu voluntatis quocumque gustare de ligno vetito 
pro mereri. 
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[5] Jean's earlier proof in brief 
[6] Four patres (monks or mendicants) attacked with 18 new argu- 
ments in second principium 
1—9] (1) Nicholas the Monk and response 
10-11] (2) Guido the Cistercian and response 
12-17] (3) Nicholas the Monk and response 
18-38] (4-11) Guido the Cistercian and response 
[39] For other arguments Jean refers the reader to responses to 
Nicholas 
40-51] (12-16) Amand the Franciscan and response, including [47] 
reference to first principium 
52-69] (17-18) Guillaume de Servaville and response, with arguments 
repeating what was said by Guillaume in the second principium, then 
in response by Jean in the second principium, and now by Guillaume 
in the third principium, and Jean's reaction 
[70] Nicholas the Monk 
Thesis 2 (as before) [1]: Primus parens pure omittendo aliquod sibi 
preceptum plus potuit peccare quam illud implendo meruisset 
[2] Proof ut alias 
[3-6] Nicholas the Monk and Jean's response over three principia (et 
tradatur sibi nunc) 
Thesis 3 [1]: Primus parens nec aliquis alter mereri potest omittendo 
aut committendo quantum demeretur oppositum faciendo 
2] Proof 
[3] Guillaume de Servaville's counter-thesis: Omni merenti vitam eter- 
nam debetur ex gratia et meritis vita eterna 
4-16] Dialogue with Guillaume 
Thesis 4 [1]: Primus parens non potuit velle gustare de ligno vetito per 
actum, a solis causis liberis productum 
2] Proof 
[3] Amand the Franciscan's counter-thesis (from earlier principium): 
Nullus potest implere preceptum. divinum misi per actum positivum 
totaliter a causis liberis productum 
[4-23] Dialogue with Amand, going back to first principium 
Thesis 5 [1] (vs. Ramón the Carmelite, from before): Primus parens 
tantum demeruisset volendo gustare de ligno vetito et prohibitus non 
gustando quantum demeruit in volendo gustare et simul cum hoc gus- 
tando 
[2] Proofs given before 
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[3-22] Jean de Pontcroix argued against in first principium, Jean re- 
sponded in second, Pontcroix replied in second, and now Jean replies 
again 

[22-23] Close of question 


Perhaps because the first principium involved presenting one's own the- 
ses more than defending them against the attacks of the other bachelors 
and arguing against their theses, Gaudet decided not to include it in 
his notebook, opting instead for the debate structure of the second and 
third principia. Once the period of the first principia ended, the de- 
bate continued, but classes could not have been suspended as before 
without sacrificing thirty more legible days. It is probable that the 
same sequence of bachelors was retained, but the socii likely gave nor- 
mal lectures while one of them took his turn for the second, third, and 
fourth principia. The debate was thus half on paper, and we have men- 
tions of the scripto of Nicholas, for example |II.1.6], a scedula of Ramón 
the Carmelite [11.2.48], and an interesting but possibly garbled passage 
where Jean says that he will not argue against all of Nicholas’ points in- 
dividually, but only against the foundation, and this argument "should 
be handed to him now" [III.2.6]. The text written on the smaller folio 
210 may also reflect a purely written segment of the disputation. 


7. The Doctrine 


Jean de Moyenneville’s participation in the principial debates of 
1356-1357 thus mainly involved the traditional issue of the freedom of 
the will and the more unusual one of merit and demerit via omission. 
Since we lack the first principium and the arguments of Jean's socii are 
presented here in abbreviated form, often nothing more than one word 
indicating that they gave some proof, it is difficult to say much about 
their doctrine, although in some cases this is all or most of what we 
have for these theologians. In addition, in the principial game a bache- 
lor could seek arguments to trip up his soci? even when he agreed with 
their theses. We are on more secure ground if we attempt to reconstruct 
Jean's own doctrine. 


Omission 


One of the most trendy and interesting topics concerned omission. Jean 
opens his second principium, on book IV, with the defense of a thesis 
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that he had presented and defended previously in his first principium, 
on book I [IL.1.4]: “A person can culpably omit something while having 
no act of the will? Jean then repeats his proof from his first principium 
in the form of a casus [II.1.5]: reason dictates to someone that she 
must will (or nill) z for time t; while that judgement exists, she does 
not will (or nill) that thing, without any circumstance as an excuse; 
therefore she omits this willing (or nilling) culpably. In other words, 
Jean explains, acting against one's conscience by omitting to will (or 
nill) is sinful. The casus thus involves a judgement of reason, a temporal 
element, and either willing or nilling. This sort of problem became 
popular in Oxford in the late 1320s and 1330s, in the works of such 
theologians as Richard FitzRalph, Walter Chatton, John of Rodington, 
Adam Wodeham, Robert Holcot, Richard Kilvington, Robert Halifax, 
and Thomas Bradwardine, and it moved to Paris in the 1340s and 1350s. 

In the remainder of the article Jean presents the arguments against 
his thesis by the Benedictine Nicholas de Mézières, the Cistercian Guy 
Nivelle, the Franciscan Amand de Valenciennes, and Guillaume de Ser- 
vaville of the Sorbonne, “four bachelors who posit than no pure omission 
can be demeritorious" [II.1.1]. As mentioned, we must keep in mind that 
it was their task to present arguments against Jean's thesis, not neces- 
sarily with sincerity. Nicholas receives more attention than the other 
three socii combined. He first objects that merit and demerit must in- 
volve the will either in doing something or abstaining from it, and he 
then asserts that the saints agree that merit and demerit express an act 
of the will [II.1.6-8]. Jean gives three arguments against each of these 
three objections. The third objection will be discussed later, but to an 
extent the responses to the first two involve the definition of act, ab- 
stention, merit, and demerit, and Jean does not think these objections 
contradict his thesis or vice-versa |II.1.10—15]. 

Jean then replies to Nicholas’ responses to Jean's first two arguments 
in support of his thesis, but the text as we have it does not give all 
the details. Jean's first argument was more or less given above at the 
beginning, the casus about someone sinning by omission without an act 
of the will. Nicholas first objects that the person actually has an act, 
but Jean's retort is that there is at least no act of the will in the casus 
[II.1.19-20]. Nicholas also claims an act is required beforehand, because 
in order to be obligated to a precept one must draw one's attention to 
that precept, which is an act of the will, according to Nicholas. For 
Jean, however, Nicholas thus assumes that attending to the precept is 
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a free act, in which case one would be free to obligate oneself to the 
precept, which is absurd. Besides, attending to something is an act of 
the intellect, not the will [II.1.21—22]. 

More interesting, even if attending to the precept is necessary in order 
to be able to fulfill it, this does not mean that one will do so, and yet 
one still sins. “In fact," Jean avers, “all things being equal perhaps he 
sins more who omits both attending to the precept and fulfilling it than 
he who only omits the second" in one case, although it could happen 
otherwise in another. Maybe attending to the precept is not of the 
essence of fulfilling the precept anyway, Jean adds, since “No one would 
say that, if I loved God above all things from grace while not considering 
that it is a precept, I did not fulfil it? So one could even say that even 
if God does not concur in this attending to the precept, one can still be 
culpable in omitting it, because one can fulfill it without attending to it 
(IT. 1.2324]. 

Nicholas had also brought up the famous casus of a precept about 
helping those in need, when two people are in equal need and yet you 
do not have the means to assist both. Jean responds again with five 
propositions [II.1.35-39]: (1) Socrates is held to assist neither of the 
needy persons in particular; (2) he is not held to assist both of them, 
because he cannot; (3) he is obliged to assist one of them; (4) so he 
must help one or both; (5) by omitting to help either of them, he is 
guilty with respect to both of them, or, in other words, by helping no 
one he is obligated to both. Jean does not want to dwell on a casus with 
a thousand in need, because its gets into some logical issues, of which 
Jean gives us just a taste |II.1.40—43]. 

In his third principium, on book II, Jean’s second and third theses 
extrapolate from this and have a comparative and quantitative aspect. 
'The second thesis is that ^in purely omitting something commanded of 
him the first parent was more able to sin than he would have merited 
by fulfilling it.” Jean's proof is that by not helping either of them he is 
obligated to both, whereas his merit would have come from helping just 
one [III.2.1-2]. Nicholas responded that omitting to help either of the 
two is not worse than helping one of them is good, and Jean rejects this 
in his third principium, while asserting that Nicholas misunderstood one 
argument and failed to reply to another [III.2.3-6]. 

Jean's third thesis, however, is that no one can merit by omitting or 
committing as much as she would demerit by doing the opposite, sim- 
ply because demerit deserves eternal punishment, whereas meritorious 
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works deserve nothing but are merely rewarded by a free gift of grace 
[III.3.1-2]. Guillaume de Servaville, on the contrary, defended the thesis 
that the reward of eternal life given to the person who merits “is owed” 
on the basis of both grace and merits. The exchange between Jean and 
Servaville is reflective of the fourteenth-century division on this issue, 
foreshadowing that of the Reformation era [III.3.3-16]. 

In Jean's second principium, on book III, he maintains that the ar- 
guments on the issue of omission and merit and demerit given by Guy 
the Cistercian and Amand the Franciscan, who probably delivered their 
first principia just after Nicholas the Monk in the seventh and eighth 
position respectively, can be refuted with the responses already given to 
Nicholas. Otherwise they tend to focus on grace [II.1.44—55]. Then Jean 
turns to one of the Sorbonne bachelors, Guillaume de Servaville, and 
the debate takes a more “scientific” turn. Before discussing Guillaume, 
we should return to Nicholas’ three opening objections to Jean. In his 
third objection, Nicholas presents his own casus, which betrays the Ox- 
onian origins of the issue of this sort of talk about sins of omissions and 
perhaps tries to preempt an Oxonian approach: ?? 


Let God create an angel of infinite perfection, and let God give 
him this command: that before instant a he shall begin or produce 
act b. Then if he does not elicit the act, according to the opinion 
positing that a pure omission is demeritorious, one cannot assign 
a time for when he has sinned. But according to the opposite 
opinion, which I posit, there very well is [such a time], because it 
will be said that [he sinned] when he willed to omit it. Nor — he 
says — is the solution of many people of the other university valid, 
that immediately before a he omitted it and yet in no time or 
instant before a did he omit it, because — he argues — he thus 
omitted it immediately before a, therefore he omitted it before 
à, therefore at some time before a he omitted it, therefore at an 
instant or a time before a he omitted it [II.1.9]. 


Expectedly, Jean devotes more space to Nicholas’ counter-casus, which 
he says applies to both of them, because if for the angel to sin it is 
required to will to omit something before a, then there cannot be any 
sin in willing to omit it at any instant or time before a, because even 
if the angel wills to omit before a, at no matter what time or instant 
before a the angel does so, the angel can still fulfill the command before 


129 On this issue, see, for example, S. KrraNov, C. SCHABEL, Adam Wodeham Ordi- 


natio in primum librum Sententiarum, distinctio 1, questiones 8-9, Paris: Vrin, 
forthcoming. 
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a, and hence no sin has yet been committed. Nicholas has to solve this 
dilemma himself as much as Jean does |IL.1.16]. Predictably, the dis- 
cussion has gone in a certain physio-mathematical direction, turning to 
limits, the infinite, and the infinitely small. Jean's reply tacitly supports 
a divisibilist position, such as Adam Wodeham adopted against Walter 
Chatton. Thus Jean's second reply draws an analogy with a sphere 
touching a plane: no matter how small you claim their point of contact 
is, it can be or is in fact smaller. Alternatively, as one Oxonian escape 
from the dilemma had it, one could claim that the sin arises as soon as 
one has left too little time to deliberate about the command. Of course, 
one would always deny the casus and claim that God cannot make an 
angel of infinite perfection in the first place [II.1.17]. 

The exchange with Guillaume eases into this sort of issue. First 
Jean points out that Guillaume's first argument, which we do not have, 
would prove that a human is obliged to love God always and actually 
in the most intense way, which, Jean notes, Guillaume himself would 
and should reject [IL.1.57]. The reply involves Guillaume's misuse of 
Bernard of Clairvaux and his major premise, ^Everyone omitting to love 
God. ..," because this inference is invalid: “Socrates is obliged to love 
God and he does not love God, therefore he sins," because one needs to 
add a temporal term such as ‘now’ or ‘always’, and even then it would 
depend on whether it modified ‘obliged’ or ‘love’ [II.1.58]. 

Guillaume's second argument keeps with the temporal aspect but 
moves to starting and stopping, which involve the ^more common opin- 
ion” and, presumably, the outliers [II.1.63]. The popular technical lan- 
guage of instants, starting, and stopping appears when Guillaume re- 
turns to the angel in what might be a section added to what was said 
orally [II.1.73-77]. Thus in this section of the second principium, on 
book IV, Jean explains against Guillaume in what must have been 
slightly opaque terms even at the time, at least without the example: 


I say that there is no contradiction that this angel in this whole 
time categorematically was without grace and yet in no part of 
this [time] secundum se et quodlibet sui was without grace, and 
consequently in infinite parts of this [time] was in grace. So in 
any part of that [time] not terminated immediately at the last in- 
stant he was in grace, and in any [part of that time] terminated 
immediately at the last instant he was without grace, although ac- 
cording to no whole [part], and there are infinite parts of this time 
that are not immediate to that instant and infinite [parts that are] 
immediate. These things are clear enough in some sophismata. 


The Forgotten Principia of Jean de Moyenneville 


Let an example be of the last point of a line, to which the whole 
line is contiguous categorematically, and yet no whole part [is con- 
tiguous] categorematically, and it is infinitely continuous and not 
contiguous [II.1.76]. 


In his third principium, on book II, Jean responds similarly to what 
Nicholas the Monk had argued against him during the period of the 
second principia: 


The second argument [of Nicholas] was because I had said that in 
the whole time categorematically [the angel] sinned. I say [now] 
in conformity that in that whole time categorematically he was 
without grace, and yet in infinite parts of that time he was in 
grace. Nor is the opposite proved. Similarly, in that whole time 
categorematically he began to be without grace (ingratus), and in 
no instant of that [time] or part of [that] time secundum se totam 
did he begin to be without grace (ingratus) |III.1.16—17]. 


In his third principium, on book II, Jean is able to focus on sins of 
omission throughout his question. He catalogues no less than eighteen 
replies from four bachelors to his first conclusion [III.1.1&6]: “The first 
parent was able to earn merit by purely omitting, without any act of 
the will, to taste of the forbidden wood? Among the most interesting 
exchanges are those that deal with mimina and mazima. The tenth 
objection is from Guy the Cistercian, who claims that omitting to love 
God would be the minimum mortal sin, since “omitting to love God 
would be an infinitely lesser sin than nilling (nolle) to love God, for 
however remissly one nills to love God, one still sins more than one 
omitting [to love God]” [III.1.35]. Jean replies: 


In a similar way I argue against him that nilling to love God is the 
minimum mortal [sin], for it is infinitely less of a sin than hating 
God. For however remissly one hates God, one sins more than 
nilling to love [God]. Therefore this consequence is denied to him: 
‘It is infinitely less of a sin to omit [loving God], therefore it is 
the minimum mortal [sin|', because there is no minimum mortal 
[sin]. Again, this other [consequence] is denied to him: *However 
remissly one nills to love, one sins more than omitting, therefore 
the one omitting sins infinitely less’ [III.1.36]. 


The eleventh objection touches on the heated Oxford debate over con- 
tinuing one's meritorious or demeritorious actions. Guy says that, if 
Jean is correct, 


317 


318 


Chris SCHABEL 


It follows that if anyone has a command on pain of mortal sin to 
continue an act for a fixed amount of time and omits that act for 
that entire time, she sins an infinite number of times, because she 
sins in every instant of that span. And since she is obliged to be 
sorry for her sin, the omission of this contrition would be a sin, 
and thus in infinitum [TIL.1.37]. 


Keeping in mind that Guy might have been objecting willy-nilly, without 
regard to what he actually held, his objection enters the realm of the 
debate over physical and temporal indivisibles. As one would expect, 
Jean shuts this down: 


For the first part, it should be said that, just as when merit is con- 
tinued for some time, no fixed merit precisely corresponds to any 
instant, otherwise it would be infinite, because that much would 
correspond to any other instants, it is the same with demerit. For 
the other, it should be said that one who sins is not obliged to be 
sorry for the sin while she sins, but rather she is obliged not to 
sin. After the sin, however, in the fixed amount of time in which 
she can be and it is fitting to be contrite, she is held to be con- 
trite, and if she omit this, she sins. But she is not then obliged 
to be contrite about the omission, but rather she is obliged not to 
omit that contrition... And so infinite demerits will never be had 
(III.1.38]. 


In Jean’s second principium, mathematics returns in an objection to the 
five propositions on omission: “it seems amazing how a pure omission 
is or can be from grace" [IL.1.31]. The problem is that someone in a 
state of grace who, from that grace, never kills, for example, will always 
merit without cease, and thus that person's reward will be infinite. Jean 
responds that because these precepts are not infinite, and nobody's life 
and hence time in grace is infinitely long, no one will have an infinite 
reward. To another objection, that one could will to omit an infinite 
number of murders, so one could merit infinitely, Jean simply says that 
the converse is not true about commission, ^I want to kill an infinite 
number of people, so I demerit infinitely," and so neither is willing the 
omission [II.1.33]. 

One final aspect of the discussion of sins of omission in both surviving 
principia is especially amusing: negative precepts and positive merit. In 
his first principium, Jean's second argument for his thesis on omission 
met with a response from Nicholas the Monk concerning negative pre- 
cepts [II.1.25]. For example, I have not killed anyone, so should I get any 
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merit out of not breaking the sixth commandment? Jean thus presents 
five propositions in his second principium [IL.1.26-30]. First, I have not 
merited by not killing while I was sleeping or drunk. Second, nor does 
my overcoming “light temptation” outside the state of grace merit any- 
thing, since even without grace people can and do observe the seventh 
commandment. (One supposes that merely having “light temptation" 
breaks the tenth commandment.) Third, by the same token, if I were in 
a state of grace, I still would not get any credit for observing the seventh 
commandment, because I could have done that without grace. Fourth, 
what is meritorious, however, is actively willing not to break the com- 
mandments while in a state of grace. Thus it is not enough not to steal, 
but one must will not to steal. Finally, fifth, *everyone existing in grace 
and, from grace, purely omitting to transgress a negative precept, and 
therefore fulfilling it, merits.” On the flip side, in his third principium, 
on book II, Jean denied Guy the Cistercian's inference from this fourth 
proposition that “therefore, in order for someone to merit through the 
fulfilment of negative precepts, it is required for her to will from grace 
not to transgress.” Jean calls this inference “notoriously false,” presum- 
ably because his fifth proposition asserted that someone purely omitting 
to trangress while in a state of grace merits, even without actively willing 
not to trangress [ITI.1.20—21]. 


Free Will 


At Paris the Carmelite always went first, so in article 2 of the second 
principium, which is divided into four points, Jean begins the first point 
by rehearsing the earlier stages of his debate with Ramón the Carmelite. 
In the first principium, the Carmelite defended the following thesis: 
“The will is formally free.” Jean argued against it, but he does not repeat 
his arguments. Now, in the second principium, the Carmelite proves his 
thesis in a different way [II.2.2-4]. Jean then replies in his own second 
principium, although he also mentions wherever Ramón failed to deal 
with or refute arguments Jean had given in his first principium. Whether 
or not he was sincere, Jean had adopted the stance that the will depends 
on the first knowledge of the object, remarking that Ramón's new ar- 
gument “assumes something that is doubtful, or at least that is denied 
by some, that the will is active with respect to its volition, and this 
argument is not conclusive for everyone, nor is it general" [II.2.5-6]. 
There are also quibbles about details, Jean's complaints that Ramón's 
arguments are not completely precise, which was part of the principial 
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game. For example, the Carmelite puts forth this consequence starting 
from the opposite of his thesis in a reductio ad absurdum: ‘The will is 
not formally free, therefore it acts merely naturally. Jean quips that the 
will could still be virtually or efficiently free, and in any case Ramón's 
argument actually seems to target those ways of being free rather than 
‘formally free’, which the Carmelite needs to explain better |II.2.7-10]. 
Even here, however, Ramón falls short: 


Third, when he assumes that that is called ‘free’ which, when 
all things required for an act are posited, it can act or not act, 
according to this any natural agent would be free, for whatever is 
posited it can act or not act, as no one doubts, because this follows: 
‘It can act, therefore it can act or not act’. Similarly, ‘It can act, 
therefore it is able not to act or to act’, whether copulatively or 
decopulato extremo. Thus it should be posited positively: ‘It can 
act and it is able not to act’, but not decopulato extremo, as is 
clear, namely ‘It can act and not act’, for there is no such thing, 
neither God nor creature, neither natural nor free, that can do 
thus [II.2.11]. 


It is possible that, hearing of these arguments, Ramón might have said, 
“Yeah, OK, whatever. You know what I meant.” Jean's further reason- 
ing is more to the point, because Jean asserts that it cannot be that the 
will does not act once given God's concursus or agere universale, which 
is required for an act of the will, or His praeventio, which is needed for 
good works and which is not in the power of the will, but is rather a 
universalis infrustrabilis et inimpedibilis cause. Indeed, not even cogni- 
tion is in the power of the will. This consequence, Jean thus asserts, is 
good: ‘God prevenes or concurs with act a of the will, therefore the will 
does act a’, and the opposite of the consequent, that the will does not 
do act a, is incompatible with the antecedent [IL.2.12-14]. 

Ramón the Carmelite also defended another thesis, this one on the 
conformity of the will: *The human will that deviates from its judge- 
ment, which is called ‘reason’, namely the dictamen of the intellect it- 
self, is always bad" [II.2.47-48]. Jean's five objections to this, if they 
are such, do not seem fair. He reminds the audience — and maybe 
Ramón — that he said that if the judgement is erroneous then an act in 
conformity with this error or erroneous judgement, as well as the con- 
science, cannot be said to be bad. This does not contradict Ramón's 
thesis, nor do Jean's following remarks, because they all have to do with 
deviation from the right judgement of God or of someone else, whereas 
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the Carmelite's thesis concerns only the person's own judgement, right 
or wrong [11.2.49—52]. In short, Jean defends the following proposition: 
‘Some act not in conformity with right reason in said ways is not bad’, 
which, Jean claims, 


prima facie seems to contradict the second thesis of his second 
article, unless he glosses it. And I would that he gloss himself and 
that we be in agreement rather than I, because I need no gloss, 
because my proposition de virtute sermonis can be verified in the 
five ways. But if we were in agreement, it would not be absurd, 
since all [true things] are in agreement with the truth, but the true 
is quickly dissonant with the false [II.2.53]. 


If by Ramón's second thesis of his second article Jean means the one 
mentioned here, then it does not appear to need any gloss, but if Jean 
meant another thesis, we are in the dark about what it is. Jean’s uncer- 
tainty about their agreement or disagreement suggests that his response 
to Ramon is beside the point. Aside from a brief remark about the need 
to say something against the Carmelite in the third principium, on book 
II, this is the extent of their dialogue |III.5.1]. 

In the second principium, on book IV, Jean’s exchange with Guy the 
Cistercian appears to be related, but the text merely provides Jean’s 
responses to Guy’s arguments. Jean denies this consequence: ‘A rational 
creature cannot act rightly without an act of the will, therefore she 
cannot conform herself’, because, of course, Jean claims that one can 
conform without any act of the will, through pure omission [I1I.1.44—45]. 

Along with the issue of the will's conformity with judgement, Jean 
also has exchanges concerning the interior and exterior acts of the will, 
which in the second principium, on book IV, is under the rubric “on 
the utility of the act of the will.” Jean de Pontcroix argued that the 
exterior act, presumbly a bad one, is worse than an interior act, first 
because “willing to steal is only bad because stealing is bad, so stealing 
is worse? Jean de Moyenneville replies that one can steal without willing 
to, which would not involve culpability, but if one willed to steal but was 
unable to carry it out, there would still be culpability. Although theft 
is harmful to the victim, it is only because one wills to commit theft 
and thereby to harm someone else that sin is involved. In fact, contrary 
to Pontcroix, willing to steal is not less blameworthy if no theft results 
than if theft results, says our Jean [IL.2.61-68]. 

Pontcroix also maintains that the exterior act is the end, and with 
evils the end is worse. In order to “destroy” this argument, Moyenneville 
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comes up with four propositions. For one thing, Robin Hood sinned with 
good intention as the means to a good end, stealing from the rich, but in 
order to give to the poor. In any case, eternal death is the end of sin, but 
one should flee from sin more than eternal death, according to Anselm 
[II.2.69—71]. Pontcroix responded to this in his third principium, on book 
IL, however, appealing to the authority of Aristotle's Physics: the end in 
moral matters is to good and evil as the principles in speculative matters 
are to more and less known [|I11.5.3-6]. Moyenneville says that this is 
irrelevant, because Aristotle simply meant that just as the principles 
are the cause of assenting to conclusions in speculative matters, the end 
is the ratio appetendi the things that are directed to the end in moral 
matters, in which case the end has to be good or the apparent good 
which is better or seems better than the means to that end |III.5.7]. 


Conclusion 


Much of the give-and-take in the two principia of Jean de Moyenneville 
thus involves pointing out slips of the tongue by one's opponents, com- 
plaining about their lack of nuance, noting where they failed to address 
earlier objections, and so on. We are somewhat hampered by the heavily 
abbreviated state of the text, due at least in part to Gaudet's interest 
in the text as a model for his own future principia, but our lack of the 
first principium means that we do not have the first salvoes in these ver- 
bal battles. Nevertheless, beneath these superficial disagreements there 
were also fundamental differences in approach and in doctrine on such 
issues as grace, sin, merit, and freedom. Perhaps a translation of the 
conclusion to the third principium, on book II and the last one that has 
come down to us, will best illustrate the tone of this debate and the 
nature of the only text that survives from it: 


Pontcroix: That which happens from a worse cause etc. 


Moyenneville: Here some things were said, but just as in the pre- 
ceding argument, he only repeats where he can best quibble. The 
first thing I was said is that, all else being equal, the better person 
doing an evil act sins more gravely, that is, in doing an equal act, 
although not equally evil — because otherwise, subtracting the 
greater goodness of the person, it would be equally evil — he sins 
more gravely. Nor does this entail [a contradiction]. 


Pontcroix: The loss of grace is not the cause of the gravity of the 
sin, because just as pain etc. 
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Moyenneville: This is completely impertinent, for although it could 
be thus, nevertheless most grace preceding sin aggravates it. 


Pontcroix: The act does more harm. 


Moyenneville: This father says that I responded that this is true 
per accidens, and for his love I take that response and explain it 
thus: the act has more of harm, even evil, which is not the evil 
of fault, but rather the evil of nature and pain, such as homicide, 
or of fortune, such as theft and the like. Whence beyond that evil 
and harm that an interior act has corresponding to it and from 
which denominatively that exterior act is called culpable, it does 
not have any evil of fault, but of pain. And because that evil is 
impertinent, I said ‘per accidens’, or I might have said it. 

And in this way it is clear that these three arguments do not attack 
my thesis at all. Nor is that thesis the heresy of Abelard, nor is 
it against the Lombard, book II, distinction 5, nor against the 
blessed Augustine, XIII De Trinitate, chapter 5, as is clear. 

I cannot attack the solutions to your (vestras) arguments, because 


I neither have an argument [of yours] nor have I seen one. I believe 
that this will suffice, for the sake of brevity [III.5.13-21]. 


Likewise, one could say more about the forgotten second and third prin- 
cipia, on books IV and II, of the forgotten Jean de Moyenneville, bache- 
lor of the Sentences, probably of the collége de Navarre, given at Paris in 
January and March of the forgotten 1356-1357 academic year. Thanks 
to Étienne Gaudet, we have recalled some of the debates of the time to 
our collective memory, and filled in some other gaps in the history of 
theology at Paris in the late 1350s. 


Note on the Edition 


Gaudet's orthography is inconsistent and sometimes confusing, so I 
have used slightly standardized medieval spelling. All corrections and 
marginalia are noted. The center margins are often tight and the other 
margins have been trimmed, so I have had to resort to conjecture in 
some cases. Gaudet’s hand takes some getting used to, but even after 
one becomes comfortable with it, there are still obscure words and things 
that do not seem to make sense. After all, the text was not meant for 
circulation. I have done my best. 
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« Johannis de Mediavilla secundum principium in 
quartum librum Sententiarum? 


[P 208r] Utrum quilibet voluntarie omittens suscipere sacramenta nove 
legis eternum supplicium mereatur. 

[1] Et arguo primo quod non: nullus pure omittens suscipere sacra- 
menta Ecclesie per hoc demeretur; sed aliquis talis voluntarie et libere 
omittit; igitur non quilibet etc. Maior patet per quattuor reverendos pa- 
tres qui ponunt puram omissionem posse fore demeritoriam. Et minor 
patet, quia aliquis talis sic omittens potest non omittere, igitur libere. 

[2] Oppositum, quia sacramenta nove legis sunt de necessitate salutis, 
igitur quilibet voluntarie etc. Antecedens ex fide. Et consequentia, quia 
ex opposito consequentis infertur oppositum antecedentis. 

[3] In praesenti questione possunt esse duo articuli. Primus erit de 
voluntatis pura omissione; secundus de voluntatis libera actione. 


«Articulus primus: de voluntatis pura omissione> 


« Conclusio prima: quis potest culpabiliter omittere, nullum actum 
voluntatis habendo 


[4] Est igitur prima conclusio ista, quam posueram in primo principio 
meo: quod quis potest culpabiliter omittere, nullum actum voluntatis 
habendo. 

[5] Probavi sic, nam dictet alicui ratio quod aliquid est volendum vel 
nolendum pro a mensura, et sit ita quod tali iudicio stante talis non ha- 
beat velle nec nolle, nulla circumstantia ipsum excusante; sequitur quod 
culpabiliter omittit. Patet consequentia, quia facit contra conscientiam. 
'Tunc ultra: quod stat cum antecedente stat cum consequente; sed cum 
antecedente stat quod nullum actum voluntatis habeat, quia hec est una 
pars copulative que est antecedens; igitur stabit cum consequente. Igitur 
stabunt simul quod quis culpabiliter omittat et nullum actum etc. 


1 P] P add. mg.: primus: utrum quilibet rectitudini proprie conscientie se confor- 
mans et erronee se difformans eternum premium mereatur 3 non] pr add. sed del. 
P 6 posse] s.l. P 
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Primus socius: «Nicolaus Monachus» 


[6—4] Contra istam conclusionem arguit primo dominus N. ponens 
quod nullus etc. ut in scripto, tribus rationibus. 

[7] Prima, quia mereri est velle aliquid facere vel ab aliquo voluntarie 
abstinere, et per oppositum demereri, igitur. 

[8] 2° sancti loquentes de mereri et demereri ponunt et exprimunt 
actum voluntatis. 

[9] 3? ponit quod Deus creet unum angelum infinite perfectionis cui 
det illud preceptum: quod ante a instans incipiat vel producat b actum. 
Tunc si non eliciat, iuxta opinionem ponentem puram omissionem fore 
demeritoriam, non poterit assignari quando peccavit. Secundum vero 
opinionem oppositam — quam pono — bene, quia dicetur quod quando 
voluit omittere. Nec valet — dicit — solutio multorum de alia uni- 
versitate, quod immediate ante a omisit et tamen in nullo tempore vel 
instanti ante a omisit, quia arguit sic: immediate ante a omisit, igi- 
tur ante a omisit, igitur aliquando ante a omisit, igitur in instanti vel 
tempore ante a omisit. 

[107] Ad primam istarum dicendum tripliciter. Primo quod illa pro- 
positio quam assumit est indefinita de vi vocis, ut patet, et per conse- 
quens non contradicit conclusioni per me posite, que «est» particularis 
vel indefinita. 

[11] 2? dicitur quod voluntarie ab aliquo abstinere potest contingere 
nullum actum voluntatis habendo. Unde omittere pure cum quis posset 
committere est libere et voluntarie omittere, sicut committere cum quis 
posset non committere seu omittere est libere et voluntarie committere. 

[12] 3? posset dici quod concesso illo antecedente, ‘mereri est’ etc., 
non propter hoc ‘per oppositum demereri est’ etc. Et causa est quia 
ad mereri plura requiruntur quam ad demereri, et inde posset contin- 
gere quod contingeret demereri nullum actum voluntatis habendo, non 
tamen mereri. Unde mereri et bene agere requirit integritatem omnium 
circumstantiarum, demereri autem continget per solam carentiam unius 
circumstantie vel plurium vel omnium, qualis est defectus qui dicitur 
pura omissio. 

[13-8] Ad 2? motivum suum dicendum tripliciter: uno modo quod 
sancti locuntur indefinite ut prius de mereri, et per consequens mea 
conclusio non contradicit dictis eorum. 

[14] Alio modo potest dici quod locuntur de peccato commissionis, 


27 primus socius] mg. P 28 ponens] iter. P 35 ante coni.] aoa P 49 unde] 
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non omissionis. 

[15] 3? quod non semper exprimunt actum voluntatis, nec Scriptura 
etiam semper sic exprimit. Unde in evangelio: Servus sciens volunta- 
tem domini sui et non faciens etc., et iterum: Esurivi et nom dedistis 
michi manducare etc. Ideo concludit: Vae maledicti in ignem eternum. 
Etiam melius est viam veritatis non cognoscere quam ipsa cognita re- 
trorsum abire; abire autem retrorsum continget pure omittendo, iuxta 
illud Bernardi: In via Dei non progredi est retrogradi. 

[169] Ad 3™ tripliciter: uno «modo quod ratio illa seu casus ille est 
communis michi et sibi. Unde supposito quod requiratur velle omittere 
ante a, numquam ante a, id est, in nullo tempore vel instanti ante a, velle 
omittere pro tunc est peccatum, quia quolibet tali velle dato, adhuc inter 
illud et a potuit implere illud preceptum, nec per consequens culpabiliter 
omisit seu voluit omittere. Ideo non plus habeo solvere quam ipse. 

[17] 2? dico quod posset dici quod, capiendo totum tempus ante a ca- 
thegorematice, omisit, licet in nullo tempore toto et secundum quodlibet 
sui, ymo in nullo ita modico omisit quin in minori, sicut sphericum non 
secundum ita modicum spatium tangit planum quin secundum minus. 
Vel posset dici quod tunc primo peccat cum omittit labi minimum tem- 
pus requisitum ad deliberandum de impletione precepti. Si vero dicatur 
quod isti responsioni obstat casus ponens ipsum fore infinite perfectionis 
et virtutis, scilicet ipsum angelum, dici potest quo ad hoc «quod» casus 
fuisset dubitandus nec admittendus, quoniam multi dicunt Deum non 
sic posse agere vel producere effectum infinitum. Vel si concedatur tan- 
quam dubium, dicetur quod difficultas insurgit ex huiusmodi concesso, 
non ex positione mea, et hoc sufficit michi. 

18] 3? dico quod responsio quam ipse improbat est possibilis sustineri 
negando primam vel secundam consequentiam, quidquid sit de tertia. 
Nec illa probatur. Et sic dicatur ad suas rationes. 

195] Cum autem dictus socius respondet rationi mee prime, 
dicendo quod cum casu non stat quod iste nullum actum habeat, si 
intelligas de actu voluntatis, notorie falsum est. 

20-19] Probatur, nam ex casu non sequitur istum habere actum 
voluntatis, igitur cum casu stat ipsum non habere aliquem actum volun- 
tatis, quia ad quodlibet sequitur quodlibet vel eius oppositum stat. 

94 non] s.l. P 


66-67 servus — non!: Lucas 12:47. 67-68 esurivi - manducare: Matthaeus 25:42. 
68 maledicti — eternum: Matthaeus 25:41. 69-70 etiam — abiret: Cf. II Petri 2:21. 
71 Bernardi: BERNARDUS CLARAEVALLENSIS, Sermones in purificatione beatae Ma- 
riae Virginis, sermo 2, n. 3, ed. J. LECLERCQ, H.M. ROCHAIS (Sancti Bernardi Opera, 
4), Rome 1966, p. 340.10: /n via vitae non progredi regredi est. 
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[21] 2? dico quod, cum dicit ulterius quod oportet ut advertat ad 
preceptum antequam sit obligatus, falsum est, quia cum liberum sit 
isti advertere ad preceptum, libere foret sibi obligari precepto, quod est 
manifeste falsum. 

[22] 3? supposito quod advertere ad preceptum requireretur, cum hu- 
iusmodi advertere sit actus intellectus, non voluntatis, non est in aliquo 
contra me. 

[23] 4? supposito quod advertere ad preceptum foret necessarium seu 
sequens ad casum tempore precepti dati, non tamen [P 208v] oportet 
quod sit necessarium seu requisitum tempore impletionis precepti, ymo 
tunc potest nullo modo advertere, nec minus inde peccat. Aliquando 
tamen illi precepto avertit vel avertere potuit, non tamen forte est ne- 
cessarium quod sic faceret, ut aliqualiter tactum est, ymo forte ceteris 
paribus plus peccaret ille qui omitteret avertere precepto et implere pre- 
ceptum quam ille qui solum omitteret secundum in casu, licet in casu 
contingeret econverso vel contingere posset. Et hoc sufficiat pro illa 
ratione improbanda. 

[24] 5° Vel posset sustineri quod advertere ad preceptum non est de es- 
sentia impletionis precepti. Unde nullus diceret quin si diligerem Deum 
super omnia ex caritate, non considerando illud fore preceptum, quin 
implerem preceptum illud. Et idcirco bene poni potuit quod Deus non 
concurrat ad huiusmodi advertentiam et iste culpabiliter omittat pre- 
ceptum, quia sine tali advertentia preceptum poterat impleri, ut dictum 
est. 

[25] Pro improbatione responsionis sue ad secundam rationem 
meam, in qua tangitur difficultas quando quis meretur per impletio- 
nem preceptorum negativorum, quia notum est quod non semper non 
contraveniens precepto negativo, puta non occidens, meretur, pro quo 
declarando et videndo possunt poni aliqua. 

[26—25] Primo quod non omnis non transgrediens precepta negativa 
implet illa, nec per consequens meretur. Patet de ebrio et dormiente. 

[27] 2° non omnis implens huiusmodi precepta negativa quo ad sub- 
stantiam precepti meretur. Patet de existente extra caritatem qui quan- 
doque implet precepta negativa, puta cum occurrente levi temptatione 
inclinante ad transgressionem huius precepti negativi, quam potest sine 
gratia superare, non transgreditur illud. 

[28] 3* non omnis implens in caritate existens meretur. Patet, nam 
existens in caritate potest per omnia conformiter implere huiusmodi pre- 
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cepta sicut existens sine caritate, de quo est secunda propositio. 

29] 4° propositio, quod omnis existens in caritate ex caritate volens 
non transgredi vel nolens actum illis preceptis prohibitum, puta homi- 
cidium, furtum, meretur. Patet etiam per oppositum tenentes. 

30] 5°, quod omnis existens in caritate et ex caritate pure omittens 
transgredi preceptum negativum ac per consequens sic implens meretur. 
31-430] Videtur tamen mirabile quomodo pura omissio sit vel esse 
possit a caritate, quia qua ratione foret a caritate, ut videtur, uno tem- 
pore, eadem ratione alio, et sic habens caritatem et omittens huiusmodi 
transgressionem omitteret ex caritate, et sic semper mereretur, et sic 
habet premium infinitum, ut concluditur. 

[3231] Hic dicendum primo quod sicut in habente caritatem idem 
actus positivus numero fit quandoque ex caritate, quandoque non, ita 
per omnia eodem modo dicendum de pura omissione tenentibus ipsam 
esse meritoriam. 

[33] 2° dicendum quod, supposito quod in habente caritatem omissio 
transgressionis omnino preceptorum negativorum foret semper ex cari- 
tate et semper meritoria, nullo modo sequeretur sic merentem mereri 
premium infinitum, cum nec illa precepta sint infinita, ut notum, nec 
tempus quo quis est in gratia sit infinitum. Nec obest quod ‘Iste infinita 
homicidia non facit, et per consequens omittit, igitur infinite meretur’. 
Non valet consequentia, sicut nec oppositum tenentes dicerent istam va- 
lere: 'Iste vult omittere infinita homicidia, igitur infinite meretur. Et 
ita ratio vel istud inconveniens per eos illatum posset contra eos retor- 
queri sic econverso: ista consequentia non valet, ‘Volo infinitos homines 
occidere, igitur infinite demereor’. Hec pro illa ratione sufficiant. 

[34] Pro illo vero quod principaliter infert contra me, in responsione 
ad rationem suam possunt poni iste propositiones. 

[35] Prima quod in casu illo de duobus eque indigentibus etc., neutri 
istorum tenetur Sortes subvenire. Patet, quia ista est una universalis 
cuius quelibet singularis est vera, igitur ipsa est vera. Assumptum patet, 
nam 6 non tenetur subvenire, a non tenetur subvenire, notum est. Et 
sunt compossibiles. Patet, quia omnia vera sunt compossibilia, quamvis 
non omnia possibilia sint compossibilia. Nec plures habet singulares, 
cum ‘neutri’ sit signum universale distributivum duorum. 

[36] 2%, non tenetur subvenire utrique. Probatur, quia non potest 
subvenire utrique, et ipse non est culpabiliter causa illius impotentiae, 
igitur non tenetur subvenire utrique. 


140 etiam] s.l. P 142 sic] al P 153 omnino] s.l. P 163 me] a add. sed 
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[37] 3*, tenetur subvenire alteri istorum, quia aliter non subveniendo 
alteri istorum non prebet. 

[38] 4%, pro solutione argumenti, quod tenetur subvenire alteri vel 

utrique patet ex precedenti, vel videtur patere. Sequitur enim: ‘Tenetur 
subvenire alteri, igitur tenetur alteri vel tenetur utrique. Patet, quia 
‘omnis propositio infert seipsam in quadam disiunctiva’ est regula logica. 
39] Ex quo ulterius patet 5*: cum non subveniat alteri, patet quomodo 
potest fore reus utriusque, quia tenetur ad alterum istorum vel alteri vel 
utrique, et non facit unum, igitur remanet obligatus ad utrumque. 
40—39] Sed forte eodem modo concluderetur de mille indigentibus et 
forte concederetur. [P 209r] 
41—40] Super hoc dicatis ut placebit, vel omittatur, quia difficile est 
aliter dicere rationabiliter quomodo sit homicida duorum nisi per illud 
sophisma ‘non magis unius quam alterius, quod non videtur valere. 
Nam modo consimili probaretur quod promittens Sorti equum et non 
solvens aliquem teneretur ad infinitos, quod non videtur dicendum. 

[429] Ipse vero ad illam rationem vestram, quamvis solubilis faci- 
liter, non solvit. Potestis enim sibi primo dicere quod ipse negat hic 
evidentiorem modum arguendi quam sit ille quem faciebat in tertia ob- 
iectione in casu illo de angelo omittente implere preceptum ante a. Ipse 
enim faciebat tres consequentias, ut patet supra, quarum multas possem 
negare rationabilius quam ipse hic responderat. Cum enim sibi argui- 
tur: ‘Alicuius istorum iste est homicida, et non magis unius’ etc., dicit 
quod ly ‘alicuius istorum' non supponit. Contra: igitur si dicerem per 
responsionem suam: ‘Aliquis istorum est aliquis istorum', pro nullo sup- 
poneret, et sic foret affirmativa falsa cuius subiectum pro nullo supponit. 
Assumptum patet per suam responsionem, quia in ista: «Aliquis istorum 
est aliquis istorum’, ly ‘aliquis’ est pars extremi. Similiter in proposito 
potest argui: ly ‘alicuius’ non supponit, igitur pro nullo supponit, igitur 
pro nullo istorum supponit, igitur ista propositio affirmativa cathegorica 
de inesse, ‘Alicuius istorum iste est homicida’, est falsa iuxta communem 
logicam. 

[43] Etiam licet iuxta dicta sua pars extremi non supponat pro aliquo, 
tamen significat, non est dubium. Queritur igitur ab ipso: ly ‘alicuius’, 
quem istorum significat? Redit eadem difficultas de significare que prius 
erat de supponere. Et multis aliis modis illa responsio posset impugnari, 
quamvis etiam ratio illa multipliciter aliter posset solvi. 
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Hec de isto domino. 
Guido «de Sancto Bernardo» 


[44] 2? contra eandem conclusionem arguit dominus Guido. Ad argu- 
menta domini Guidonis quasi patet ex predictis. 

[45—44] Ad primum, negetur ista consequentia: ‘Creatura rationalis 
non potest recte agere sine actu voluntatis, igitur non potest se confor- 
mare’, nam pono conformari pure omittendo. 

[46] Ad secundum, ‘Meritum a voluntate procedere est circumstantia 
merendi', istam negarent aliqui, saltem illi qui ponunt voluntatem esse 
pure passivam. Vel potest dici quod vera est de merito actualiter. Vel 
potest dici quod pura omissio ut est impletio preceptorum negativorum 
potest esse a voluntate et a caritate, tamen improprie dicitur esse et esse 
ab alio, sicut improprie dicitur cecitas fore in oculo. 

[47] Ad alia patet per dicta ad dominum Nicolaum. Satis patet. 
Alia vero ratio non videtur in aliquo contra vos. Concedo enim quod 
dato precepto in b instanti de non volendo mereri in a, possum in 6 nolle 
obedire illi precepto in a. Possum enim in 6 velle non velle mereri in a, 
et hoc meritorie. Nec video inconveniens aliquod. Nec apparet ad quid 
tendit, nec impugnat corellaria. 

Hec de illo, nisi repeterentur que dicta sunt ad dominum Nicolaum. 


«Amandus» Cordiger 


[48] 3? contra eandem conclusionem Cordiger, ad cuius argumenta satis 
patet ex dictis ad dominum Nicolaum. 

[49] Ad primum suum argumentum, cum arguit etc. — innuendo quod 
nec assistentia caritatis nec efficientia sufficit ad meritum, sed oportet 
quod caritas sit forma positiva meriti; modo, ut dicit, non potest esse 
forma positiva pure omissionis — pro intellectu huius ponuntur propo- 
sitiones. 

[50—49] Prima quod nullius per quod homo est Deo acceptus vel gra- 
tus formaliter est caritas forma positiva. Patet, quia sola gratia est quis 
Deo acceptus et gratus formaliter. Illius autem caritas non est forma 
positiva nec privativa, cum sint idem. 

[51] 2%, nullius per quod quis est Deo acceptus et gratus effective est 
caritas forma positiva. Patet, quia in nullo tali est sicut in subiecto, 
cum sit in sola substantia anime. Ex his patet quomodo ad actum 
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meritorium quo quis fit Deo gratus sive effective sive formaliter non 
oportet ut caritas sit eius forma positiva, nec per consequens hoc oportet 
de pura omissione. 

[52] 3°, pro ulteriori solutione, sit ista: quod caritas, licet sit impro- 
pria, potest assistere pure omissioni, id est, potest esse in anima pure 
omittente vel dum pure omittit. Ubi advertendum quod sicut in mate- 
ria de terminis privativis, puta de cecitate et huiusmodi, conceduntur 
alique propositiones improprie ad bonum intellectum, puta ‘Cecitas est’, 
ita hic, puta ‘Omissio est vel esse potest peccatum’, id est, ‘Anima pure 
omittens peccat’, licet aliqui etiam concedant animam pure omittentem 
esse peccatum, sicut oculus cecitas. De his modis loquendi non est hic 
dicendum. 

[53] Ex his patet 4°, quod pura omissio iuxta eundem modum loquen- 
di potest esse a caritate effective, id est, anima ex caritate potest pure 
omittere. De hac supra. Ex qua ulterius patet quod potest esse me- 
ritoria, nam hoc sufficit ad meritum. Nec obest sua instantia de zelo 
Petri, nam assumit falsum, quia quero aut huiusmodi zelus fuit iustus 
et bene factus, et tunc, cum fuerit ex caritate et ex caritate, nec videtur 
ratio quare caritas non fuerit, secundum eum, forma eius, sicut aliquis 
actuum a caritate procedentium fuit meritorius et secundum scientiam. 
Si autem iniustus et male factus, igitur caritas agit temperantiam contra 
appetitum. 

[54] Ad confirmationem suam, concedo quod pure omittens non plus 
agit quam si non esset vel quam si non esset voluntas. Et ultra, igitur 
non libere agit. Et ulterius, negatur illa consequentia: ‘igitur non implet 
preceptum', ut supra. 

[55] Ad rationem meam minime respondet, quia queram de illo qui 
pure omittet, ut non negat esse possibile lapso tempore impletionis pre- 
cepti, aut est iustus aut non? Si iniustus, non nisi ex pura omissione, 
supposito quod ante esset in caritate. Nec ipse, credo, diceret ipsum 
esse iustum. 

Hec contra illum de hoc vel ad illum. [P 209v] 


«Guillelmus de» Sarvavilla 


[56] 4? contra dictam conclusionem est magister meus magister G. de 
Sarvavilla, qui arguit tribus rationibus contra dictam conclusionem. 
Primo arguit sic etc. 
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[5756] Ad primam: dicendum primo quod ratio illa notorie nimis 
concludit etiam conclusionem quam ipse non concederet vel non deberet 
concedere, scilicet quod homo sub pena peccati teneretur semper diligere 
Deum actualiter, ymo concluderet quod actu intensissimo, iuxta verbum 
Bernardi, “ex omni quod est, scit, et potest.” 

[58] 2° idem ad rationem dicitur negando maiorem, scilicet ‘Omnis 
omittens Deum diligere’ etc. Nec sequitur ex dicto Bernardi. Unde non 
sequitur: ‘Sortes tenetur Deum diligere et non diligit, igitur peccat’, nisi 
addatur: ‘Sortes tenetur diligere nunc et nunc non diligit, igitur peccat’. 
Modo in auctoritate Bernardi non ponitur ‘semper’. Et supposito quod 
in dicta auctoritate aut aliqua sibi simili poneretur ‘semper’, deberet 
determinare ly ‘tenetur’, non ly ‘diligere’, ut videtur. 

[59] 3? dicitur negando minorem: ‘Omnis pure omittens voluntarie 
interpretative’ etc. Nam potest esse quod pure omittat voluntarie agere 
aliquod illicitum nullum actum habendo circa illud, et pro tunc habeat 
actualem dilectionem Dei impertinentem illi omissioni, sic quod non sit 
eius circumstantia, ut videtur. Et sic illa minor foret falsa. 

[60] 4° posset dici quod conclusio huius argumenti stat cum dicto meo. 
Nam staret bene quod talis peccaret propter omissionem dilectionis Dei 
si ad ipsam, ut dicitur, teneretur, et tamen mereretur propter omissio- 
nem puram alicuius illiciti prohibiti modo quo pono puram omissionem 
fore meritoriam. Unde sicut per diversos actus contingit simul mereri 
et peccare, saltem venialiter, ut nulli dubium, quamvis aliqui dubitent 
an hoc possit contingere eodem, sic etiam posset dici hic de duabus 
omissionibus puris quod una erit meritoria, alia demeritoria. 

[61] Sequentia allegata sunt concilia, non precepta, ut illud: ‘Semper 
aliquid boni facito’ etc., et illa magis videntur inferre quod pura omissio 
sit demeritoria. Nam si necessarium sit ad salutem semper aliquid boni 
facere, nullum bonum faciens ac per consequens pure omittens demere- 
tur. Et ita talia allegata «possent? retorqueri contra ipsum, etiam illud 
Bernardi dictum supra, scilicet unusquisque tenetur Deum diligere “ex 
omni quod est, scit, et potest," nam si pure hoc omittens non peccaret, 
illa propositio foret falsa Bernardi, ut notum est. 

[62] Ad secundam: ad secundam rationem suam, que est etc., di- 
cendum primo quod prima suppositio est falsa, nam agens per solam 
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cessationem ab actu aliter se habet nunc quam prius. Nec ad hoc pre- 
movens aliquod aut excitans oportet ponere, nam huiusmodi cessatio 
potest contingere per defectum excitantis et premoventis. 

[63] 2° potest negari secunda suppositio, nam si ipsa voluntas incipiat 
operari, ipsa iuxta communiorem opinionem incipit operari per nega- 
tionem de presenti et positionem de futuro, aliter produceret actum 
aliquem subito, quod communiter negatur — saltem possum negare. Et 
tunc voluntas, cum incipit agere, non agit nec movetur nec excitatur, 
sed incipit agere, moveri, et excitari. 

[64] 3° potest dici quod voluntas dicitur ad actum suum improprie 
excitari. Modo si per ‘excitari’ intelligatis quendam actum primum actui 
volendi, falsum est, nam ad illum voluntas excitaretur pariter ut ad 
primum, et sic foret processus in infinitum. Excitari igitur ad actum 
non aliud videtur nisi noviter operari actum illum sive noviter agere, et 
sic voluntas excitatur a se, quia ipsa est principium sue operationis. Et 
sic argumentum non procedit. 

[65] 4° potest negari tertia suppositio, nam possibile est voluntatem 
excitari ab extrinseco et tamen libere agere, ut apparet cum quis ab 
obiecto extrinseco temptatur et excitatur ad consentiendum libidini, et 
tamen libere consentit. 

[66] Ad rationem patet satis ex tertia responsione. 

[67] Ad tertiam: ad tertiam rationem suam possent dici aliqua. Primo 
quod purum omittere non sufficit ad salutem, quamvis posset sufficere 
de potentia Dei absoluta. 

[68] 2° potest dici quod, licet purum omittere foret meritorium, non 
propter hoc sufficeret ad salutem, nam ad salutem consequendam non 
sufficit unum solum preceptum implere, ymo multa, tam affirmativa 
quam negativa, iuxta illud: Hec omnia servavi a iuventute mea. 

[69] 3° potest dici quod nec omnia mereri simul accepta, sive sit de- 
clinare a malo sive facere bonum, sufficunt nisi addatur finalis perse- 
verantia. Unde in auctoritate illa potuisset addi ab Augustino: “Noli 
dicere tibi sufficere declinare a malo et facere bonum" nisi perseveret, 
iuxta illud: nisi perseveraverit. Unde ista ratio ostenderet nullum actum 
presciti fore meritorium, cum nullus eius actus sufficiat ad salutem. 

[70] Ex his 4° sequitur quod ista consequentia nichil valet: ‘Non sufficit 
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declinare a malo, igitur non est meritorium declinare a malo’. 

[71] De hoc autem quod dicit, quod observantia negativorum non est 
meritoria nisi in virtute illorum duorum preceptorum in quibus universa 
lex, dico quod virtute illorum habitualiter tantum potest contingere pure 
omittere, ut supra tactum est. 

[72] Auctoritas vero illa quam adducit, “Declina a malo" etc., contra 
ipsum est, quia quamvis declinare a malo non sit quodlibet bonum vel 
quelibet bonitas, vel non sit totum bonum vel tota bonitas, est tamen 
unum bonum vel una bonitas, vel pars boni vel pars bonitatis, ut videtur 
ex verbis. Unde si non continget bene pure omittere, sufficiebat dicere 
‘Fac bonum’ et nichil plus. 

[73] [P 210r: narrower folio] Cum autem ipse respondendo ad illud 
quod gratia eque inclinat ad actum sicut ad non actum et econtra, di- 
cendo quod nullibi legitur etc., dicendum primo quod argumentum ab 
auctoritate non tenet negative, ut patet. Posset dici aliter quod magis 
dicitur operosa, quia principalius sibi competit bene agere quam non ma- 
le agere. Vel posset dici quod abstinere a malo est quodam modo, licet 
improprie, agere et operari. Vel posset dici quod in Scriptura multa in- 
veniuntur ex quibus potest concludi caritatem esse abstinere et sevocari 
a malo. Unde in Ecclesiastico: Beatus vir qui inventus est etc. laudatur 
de puris omissionibus. Similiter Apostolus: Caritas non querit que sua 
sunt. Similiter in Job: Timor Domini ipse est sapientia, et recedere a 
malo prudentia. Et multa alia possent adduci. 

[74] Rationem vero vestram modificetis ut ly ‘semper’ determinet 
ly ‘obligant’, non ly ‘meritoriam observantiam', quia sic oportet. Ali- 
ter ipse bene declinat eam, ut patet. Hic tamen advertendum quod 
ipse concedit seu declinat precepta negativa obligatoria pro semper ad 
sui observantiam meritoriam; tunc ipse habet solide primam rationem 
quam quam facit contra vos, ut notum est, que probat quod homo sem- 
per tenetur mereri per omnia precepta tam affirmativa quam negativa 
quantum potest. 

Hec de pura omissione contra quattuor patres et per consequens de 
primo articulo. 

[75—19] [P 210v: verso of narrower folio] De illa solutione de angelo 
omittente ante a instans, que dicit quod peccavit in toto tempore cathe- 


371 abstinere et sevocari coni.] absintionem et sobriam P 381 est] s.l. P 


355-356 universalex: Matthaeus 22:40: In his duobus mandatis universa lex pendet. 
372 Ecclesiastico — qui: Ecclesiasticus 14:1: Beatus vir qui nom est lapsus verbo ex 
ore suo... 373-374 Apostolus — sunt: I Corinthios 13:4-5. Caritas... nom quaerit 
quae sua sunt. 374-375 Job — prudentia: Iob 28:28: Ecce timor Domini, ipsa est 
sapientia; et recedere a malo, intelligentia. 


335 


355 


360 


365 


370 


375 


380 


385 


336 


390 


395 


400 


410 


415 


420 


Chris SCHABEL 


gorematice, et tamen in nulla parte secundum se et quodlibet sui, contra: 
sequitur quod ille angelus in toto illo tempore fuisset sine caritate, et 
tamen in quolibet instanti illius fuisset in caritate. 

[75] 2? sic: ille angelus aliquando fuit gratus, aliquando ingratus, igitur 
aliquando incepit esse ingratus. 

[76—74] Utrum ista valeant pro materia, dubium, tamen pro forma, 
non. Unde dico quod non est contradictio quod iste angelus in toto isto 
tempore cathegorematice fuit sine caritate et tamen in nulla parte illius 
secundum se et quodlibet sui sine caritate, et per consequens in infi- 
nitis partibus illius fuisse in caritate. Unde in qualibet parte temporis 
illius non terminata ad ultimum instans immediate fuit in caritate, et 
in qualibet immediate terminata ad ultimum instans fuit sine caritate, 
quamvis secundum nullam totam, et infinite sunt partes huius tempo- 
ris non immediate illi instanti et infinite immediate. Hec in aliquibus 
sophismatibus satis clarent. Exemplum sit de ultimo puncto linee, cui 
tota linea cathegorematice contingit, et tamen nulla tota pars cathego- 
rematice, et infinite contigue et non continue. Nec iste ab illis prescindi 
possunt, ymo iste sunt ille modicum differentie. 

[77—75] Alia ymaginatio, scilicet quod aliquando incepit esse ingratus, 
capitur. Et ymaginatur quod aliquod sit totum tempus quo fuit gratus 
et per quodlibet illius etc., et aliquod per quod non totum, et sic non 
est similis. Ymaginatio deficit per maximum quod sit capiendo instans 
medium vel punctum. [P 211r] 


« Articulus secundus: de voluntatis libera actione» 


[1] In secundo articulo, sicut in primo, licet de eadem materia actum 
est, contra quattuor tangentur quattuor puncta. 


«Primus punctus»: Carmelita 


[2] Primus de voluntatis libertate, de qua Carmelita in primo prin- 
cipio posuit unam conclusionem, videlicet quod est formaliter libera. 
Probavit sic: illa potentia etc. 

[3—2] Contra quam argui ex ratione sua sic, ut patuit. 

[4] Inde ipse in secundo principio aliter probat eam sic etc. 

[5—4] Primo contra istum patrem, quia ipse dimittit probationem 
alias factam iuxta quam procedebat argumentum meum, unde ratio mea 
valebat, si sua valebat, assumpto isto vero quod ipse concedit vel videtur 
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concedere, quod volutio dependet a prima cognitione obiecti voliti. Ista 
patent resumenti que dixeram. 

[6] 2° dico quod ratio sua nunc noviter facta assumit unum dubium, 
vel saltem ab aliquibus negatum, quod voluntas sit activa respectu sue 
volutionis, et ita ista ratio non concludit omnibus nec est generalis. 

[7| 3? ratio ista adducta assumit unam falsam consequentiam: 'Vo- 
luntas non est formaliter libera, igitur mere naturaliter agit" Nam cum 
antecedente stat quod ipsa sit libera virtualiter aut aliquo alio modo, et 
per consequens quod libere agat et non naturaliter. Et sic cum antece- 
dente stat oppositum consequentis. 

8] 4? ista ratio magis probat ipsam virtualiter vel efficienter liberam, 
prout patet, quocirca exponat se quid intelligit per ‘formaliter liberum". 
9] Ad rationem meam nichil respondet, nam arguebam ex dictis suis, 
que non sustinet, ut patet, nam maior sequebatur ex dictis suis. 

10] 2°, non faciebam minorem quam ipse ponit de potentia cognitiva 
vel apprehensiva. Nam eandem potentiam pro nunc reputo apprehensi- 
vam vel cognitivam et volitivam, scilicet substantiam anime rationalis. 
11] 3°, cum assumit quod illud dicitur liberum quod positis omnibus 
requisitis ad actum potest agere vel non agere, secundum hoc quod- 
cumque agens naturale foret liberum, nam quibuscumque positis potest 
agere vel non agere, nulli dubium, quia sequitur: ‘Potest agere, igitur 
potest agere vel non agere’. Similiter, ‘Potest non agere, igitur potest 
non agere vel agere', sive copulative sive decopulato extremo. Debet 
igitur poni positive: ‘Potest agere et potest non agere', non tamen deco- 
pulato extremo, ut patet, scilicet ‘Potest agere et non agere’, nam nichil 
est tale, nec Deus nec creatura nec naturale nec liberum, quod sic possit. 

[12] 4? secundum hoc voluntas creata non foret libera, nam posito 
divino concursu vel divino agere universali respectu actus voluntatis ne- 
cessario requisito, aut divina preventione ad bona opera necessario re- 
quisita, non stat voluntatem non agere. Nam ista consequentia est bona: 
‘Deus prevenit vel concurrit ad a actum voluntatis, igitur voluntas agit 
a actum’. Igitur cum antecedente non stat oppositum consequentis. 

[13] Confirmatur, quia iste concursus vel preventio non est in potestate 
voluntatis, quia est actio cause superioris et universalis infrustrabilis et 


inimpedibilis. 

[14] Cum autem dicit quod cognitio est in potestate voluntatis, non 
est universaliter verum. Unde dictum Aristotelis est indefinitum, et est 
verum de his que sciuntur habitualiter habitu sufficienti, nam circa talia 
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possumus habere actum secundum, scilicet actualiter considerare, staret 
ratio non soluta, quamvis cum volumus. Non autem omnia volita vel 
cognita sunt talia. Quare adhuc non habeam ipsam sustinere, sed ipse 
qui eam fecit, ut notum est. 

[15] 6° informatio consequentie: cum dicit, “Est libera ex se, igitur 
formaliter,” negatur sibi consequentia. Similiter, antecedens quo ad se- 
cundam partem est falsum, nam sicut nec ex se est, ita nec ex se libera, 
sed a Deo ipsam causante et conservante. 

[16] 7? exemplum de albedine non est ad propositum, nam manifestum 
est quod ipsa non disgregat formaliter, sed effective tantum. 

Et sic est hoc socio. [directed to symbol —©- back on P 210v] 


«Amandus» Cordiger 


[17] 2? circa primam materiam secundi articuli de libertate posueram 
unam conclusionem: quod non obstante libertate voluntatis, ipsa pro- 
ducit aliquos actus necessario, scilicet ante deliberationem. 

[18—17] Contra quod Cordiger arguit sic etc. 

[1918] Cui potest dici primo quod voluntas necessario agens ante 
deliberationem, si adveniat perfecta deliberatio et sufficiens ad eandem 
partem, adhuc necessario agit, saltem in casu, sicut patet de syllogismo 
in contingentibus que est quedam deliberatio. Nam primo sequebatur 
ex passione simplici apprehensione, et deliberatio superveniens non facit 
eum liberum. 

[20] 2? dico quod superveniente deliberatione de obiecto, voluntas non 
fit plus libera quam ante, quamvis fiat ita quod adiutorio deliberationis 
contra passionem potest in oppositum. Et sic patet quod ymaginatio op- 
ponentis deficit, quia ymaginatur deliberationem qua voluntas fit libera 
tendere ad idem. 

[21] 3? posset dici quod si in casu foret aliqua deliberatio ad aliquod 
agibile ad quod ante voluntas ferebatur necessario, nunc vero contin- 
genter, hoc non foret precise ex deliberatione et natura deliberationis, 
sed ex natura voluntatis, que talis est quod habita deliberatione potest 
libere velle. 

[22] Per hoc satis ad secundam. Satis enim videtur possibile in casu 
quod deliberatio superveniens esset talis quod necessario alliceretur et 
plus inclinaret ad unam partem quam mobilitaret ad utramque, sicut de 
habitu et obiecto habet videri in materia de libertate voluntatis et eius 
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necessitate et difficultate. 

[23] Ad rationem meam, cum respondet vocando ‘passiones’ quod ego 
voco ‘actus’, sumus in vocabulis, ego autem pro me omnem actum volun- 
tatis qui est a voluntate effective, sive naturaliter et necessario sive libere 
et contingenter. Et hoc posset declarari. Non curo gratia brevitatis hoc 
die. [return to symbol o— on P 211r] 


Secundus «punctus: Amandus» Cordiger 


[24] Secundus punctus huius articuli de voluntatis activitate, de qua po- 
sui unam conclusionem: quod non est totalis causa activa sue volutionis. 

[25—24] Cuius oppositum posuit venerabilis pater, scilicet quod 
voluntas cum Deo concurrente. Et probat sic etc. 

[26 25] Contra istum patrem, primo, quia si ratio sua inspiciatur, non 
probat nisi cognitionem non concurrere effective. Non autem probat quin 
caritas concurrat effective ad actum bonum, quod ipse etiam videtur 
supra concedere in materia de omissione, dicens quod “nec assistentia 
nec efficientia caritatis sufficit? Et expresse ponit de zelo Petri, qui 
fuit ex caritate, et sic illius voluntas una cum Deo concurrente non fuit 
totalis causa. 

[27] 2°, cum dicit quod “eque liberi sunt actus voluntatis" etc., dicitur 
quod eque possunt produci actus voluntatis si a mille causis naturalibus 
producantur naturaliter et ab una sola — puta a voluntate — libere sicut 
si a mille liberis, nec indiget probatione. Ex quo patet quod absolute 
loquendo eque libere producuntur, licet non a tot causis sicut si omnes 
essent libere. 

[28] 3°, cum ulterius subiungitur, “eque imputantur magis cognoscenti, 
ymo, magis? Pro evidentia istius possent dici aliqua. 

[29] Primum dictum sit istud: quod aliqua cognitione habita de ali- 
quo obiecto agibili, actus voluntatis circa illud fit magis imputabilis, et 
maiore tali habita, magis, puta illa de qua dicitur in evangelio: Servus 
sciens voluntatem domini sui etc. Et illud scienti bonum facere et non 
facienti peccatum est illi, e& per consequens magis cognoscenti magis est 
peccatum. Et causa est quia talis cognitio non est causa vel concausa 
actus voluntatis, sed magis foret causa oppositi, si poneretur in esse, ut 
patet. 
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[30] 2?, aliqua cognitione habita circa obiectum, aliquis actus illi con- 
formis redditur minus culpabilis. Patet de cognitione vel apprehensione 
obiecti delectabilis, nam ceteris paribus allectus et temptatus minus pec- 
cant. 

[31] 3° quod aliqua cognitio est qua posita respectu obiecti actus illi 
conformis non est magis nec minus culpabilis quam si idem actus duce- 
retur a sola voluntate libere, sicut nunc patet de cognitione abstractiva 
que non allicit ad obiectum, quamvis concurrat |P 211v] sicut causa effi- 
ciens necessaria ad volendum obiectum cognitum. Nam sicut concursus 
divinus nichil adimit aut addit de imputabilitate ad actum plus quam 
si fuerit a sola voluntate, dummodo eque libere fieret talis actus, ut iste 
pater concederet, ita dico in proposito. 

[32] 4 quod causa diversitatis istarum duarum manerierum cogni- 
tionis est, nam cognitio ista vel istud genus cognitionis de quo tangit 
tertia propositio solum concurrit in genere cause quasi universalis, ita 
quod sunt cause subordinate voluntas et ipsa, ita quod voluntas ipsa 
mediante potest in talem effectum vel oppositum, puta velle vel nolle. 

[33] Aliud vero genus non solum in tali genere, ymo in genere cause 
partialis determinate inclinantis ad huiusmodi effectum et non opposi- 
tum vel magis quam in oppositum et facilitantis voluntatem, et idcirco 
actus ille, qui si fit inde minus libere, quocirca minus est culpabilis ca- 
pabilis: ista non sunt necessaria proposito principali. 
34| Ad primam: sed ulterius, cum iste pater descendendo ad pro- 
positum dicit quod nichil est tantum imputandum alicui etc., hic stat 
difficultas. Et dicuntur aliqua. 
35| Prima quod nichil factum ab aliquo mere naturaliter est illi im- 
putandum. Apparet, quia de talibus “nec laudamur nec vituperamur." 
36] 2? nichil factum ab aliquo aliqualiter naturaliter, quamvis simpli- 
citer libere, est sibi eque imputandum sicut si mere libere. 
37| Ex qua 3? propositio: quod habita cognitione de qua in secunda 
propositione supra posita, actus minus libere et aliqualiter naturaliter 
fiunt à volunate allecta et inclinata, et per consequens, ceteris paribus, 
sunt minus imputabiles. 

[38] 4%, que veraciter isti patri respondet, quod actus a voluntate facti 
libere, quamvis fiant ab alio vel ab aliis quot vis naturaliter, non tamen 
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facientibus ipsam voluntatem agere aliqualiter naturaliter, in nullo minus 
sunt ipsi voluntati imputabiles. Cur enim fieret minor imputabilitas 
ipsi b libere agenti ex eo quod a producit actum aliquem naturaliter 
productum a b, dummodo 6 nichil minus libere producat illum? Non 
videtur. 

[39] Ad secundam: secunda ratio sua nullam habet apparentiam. Pro 
qua dicitur primo quod ista consequentia: ‘Voluntas potest velle a, igitur 
potest non velle vel nolle a’, non plus valet quam ista: ‘Ignis potest 
calefacere, igitur potest non calefacere. Nec plus illa convertuntur quam 
ista. 

[40] 2? quod in utrisque istorum ista est bona: ‘Voluntas contingenter 
ad utrumlibet potest velle a, igitur potest non velle’. Sic etiam de igne. 

[41] 3° quod non propter hoc ista convertuntur: ‘Contingenter ad 
utrumlibet omnibus concurrentibus potest non velle, igitur nullis con- 
currentibus potest velle. Nec ipse eam concederet, nec sequitur ex pri- 
ma. 

[42] 4° quod ista ratio concludit ita bene contra ipsum sicut contra 
quemcumque alium. Arguatur enim sic: quandoque aliqua mutuo se 
inferunt, quidquid potest esse causa unius, omni quocumque alio cir- 
cumscripto, potest esse causa alterius, omni alio circumscripto; sed ista 
convertuntur: ‘Contingit actum poni’, ‘Contingit non poni’, et voluntas, 
nullo alio requisito quovis modo, potest non velle; igitur velle, igitur in- 
cognitum potest velle. Modus arguendi est similis. Similiter per idem 
sequitur sine Deo concurrente ipsum posse velle, quia sine Deo concur- 
rente potest non velle, ymo nullo concurrente, nec ipsa nec aliquid aliud, 
igitur etc. Consequentia ista sunt absurda, igitur etc. 

[43] Ad tertiam: ad tertiam rationem suam sit prima propositio ista, 
quod ista consequentia nichil valet: ‘Aliis non variatis, variata voluntate, 
variatur effectus, igitur non est aliqua alia causa huius effectus. Per hoc 
enim probaretur Deum non esse causam actus voluntatis. 

[44] 2° propositio est quod ista consequentia nichil valet: ‘Voluntas 
non variata, aliis variatis, non variatur effectus, igitur nulla alia nec 
aliquid aliud à voluntate sunt vel est causa huius effectus', sed sufficit 
quod effectus possit illis variatis variari. Sicut non sequitur: ‘Voluntate 
manente uniformiter, acquisita notitia noviter aut gratia aut alio con- 
causante, non producitur effectus talis, igitur tale noviter acquisitum 
non est causa illius effectus. Et causa est quia cum voluntas sit libera, 
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quibuscumque variatis, potest non variare effectum. 

[45] 3° quod nec ex illis duabus propositionibus antecedentibus in 
formam copulative sequitur quod infertur. Et causa potest esse, nam 
voluntas ipsa est terminus sue volutionis quantecumque et cuiuslibet 
eius partis vel gradus. Nec est possibile in eius effectu in termino libero 
aliquid esse quod non sit ab ipsa. Et per consequens effectus eius non 
potest variari nec intendi ipsa non variata, aliter ipsa non concurreret ad 
illud novum additum. Sufficit igitur quod variata notitia possit variari 
effectus, quia voluntas cum maiori notitia, saltem multotiens, potest 
in actum intensiorem. Et hoc sufficiat pro nunc illi rationi. Illa autem 
propositio vel consequentia vera foret in duobus agentibus quorum quod- 
libet causat certam partem effectus, ut in duobus trahentibus navem, 
in duobus luminosis, in duobus ignibus calefacientibus idem passum, 
quoniam in tali casu quolibet aucto augeretur effectus, tum quia cause 
naturales, tum quia sunt cause partiales partialitate effectus, quoniam 
cuilibet correspondet certa pars in effectu vel in motu, saltem in duobus 
secundis causis. 

[46] Cum autem dicit quod variata qualibet causa alicuius effectus 
variatur ille effectus, licet non qualibet duplata dupleter, dicitur quod 
sufficit quod possit variari, potissime ubi effectus producitur ab aliqua 
causa libere. 

Hec de illo. [P 212r] 


Tertius punctus: Carmelita 


[47] Tertius punctus huius articuli sit de voluntatis conformitate. Circa 
quam reverendus pater Carmelita ponit unam conclusionem, vide- 
licet quod humana voluntas discrepans a suo iudice, qui dicitur ratio, 
scilicet dictamen ipsius intellectus, semper est mala. 

[48] Probatur et confirmatur, ut patet in scedula reportatum. 

[49] Circa quod est advertendum quod dixi actum invincibiliter con- 
formem errori vel iudicio intellectus erroneo non esse malum ac per hoc 
talem conscientiam non esse malam aut erroneam, ac per hoc non omnis 
actus difformis recto iudicio «est» malus. Patet, nam talis actus con- 
formis errori intellectus est difformis recto iudicio rationis illo modo quo 
dicimus omnem male operantem agere contra rationem rectam, scilicet 
que inest operanti vel inesse potest vel inesse debet. 

[50] 2? quia omnis talis actus est difformis divino iudicio dictanti illum 
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non esse fiendum. Deus est enim omnium verorum rectum iudicium. 

51| 3? est talis actus difformis recto iudicio alterius recte iudicantis, 
nam licet sic agens non recte iudicet, unus alter tamen potest de hoc 
recte iudicare. 

52| 4? modo, iuxta dicta vestra, posset talis actus poni discrepare a 
recta ratione quia discrepat a sic esse sicut significatur vel significaretur 
per iudicium rectum si sic agens recte iudicaret. 

53] 5? quia discrepat ab aliquo complexo scripto qui potest dici recta 
ratio, quia recte rationi vel recto iudicio subordinatur in significando, 
ut est lex vel ius vel huiusmodi; hoc pro tanto dico sibi quia omnia ista 
et eorum quodlibet sufficit ad istam particularem sustinendam: ‘Aliquis 
actus difformis recte rationi modis dictis non est malus’, que prima fronte 
videtur contradicere secunde conclusioni secundi sui articuli, nisi 
gloset se. Et magis volo ut ipse gloset se et simus concordes quam 
ego, quia glosa non indigeo, quia propositio mea de virtute sermonis 
illis quinque modis potest verificari. Si vero essemus concordes, non 
esset inconveniens, cum omnia vero consonent, falso autem cito dissonat 


verum. 


«Amandus» Cordiger 


[54] 2? circa eandem materiam posui unam conclusionem, quod sciens 
singulas circumstantias actuum suorum non potest habiliter agendo rec- 
te rationi velle efficaciter non mereri etc. ut in forma repetatur. 
[55] Contra quam reverendus pater Cordiger, et repetantur dicta sua. 
[56] Pro quibus dicendum breviter et faciliter quod due prime rationes 
arguunt de statu patrie, nam in eo nolunt actus suos fore meritorios, quia 
nec sunt meritorii nec esse possunt nec esse debent, et tamen istud non 
est contra me, quia sic nolendo nolunt non meritorie. 
57| Etiam arguunt de nobis de statu illo, quia pro nunc de facto 
possumus velle et meritorie pro tunc actus nostros non fore meritorios. 
58] Contra: sic volendo meremur et huiusmodi velle volumus esse 
meritorium. 
59| Respondendo ad rationem concedit quod sufficit ad intentionem 
conclusionis. 
60] Ad illud de proximo, forte posset concedi talem in casu mereri eo 
643 dicta] sua add. sed del. P 647 significando] vel add. sed del. P 648 dico] 
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quod vult actum suum prodesse proximo et peccare venialiter eo quod 
non vult prodesse actu, vel forte absolute talis peccat mortaliter nec 
mereretur. Aut aliter, ut videbitur, dicatis ad istum quantum ad hanc 
materiam, quia modicum videtur efficacie in dictis. 


Quartus punctus: <Johannes de> Pontecrucis 


[61] Quartus punctus huius articuli et ultimus, et per consequens ultimus 
de actus voluntatis utilitate, ubi duo. Primo an actus interior voluntatis 
sit tantum utilis sicut actus interior cum exteriore. 

62] Circa quem magister Johannes de Pontecrucis facit tres ra- 
tiones probantes actum exteriorem peiorem interiori. 

63] Prima consistit in hoc, quia velle furari non est malum nisi quia 
furari est malum, igitur furari est peius. Pro quo possunt dici aliqua. 
64—63] Prima quod furari extrinsecum, si nullum velle ad illud foret 
in voluntate nec actu nec habitu, vere vel interpretative, non foret malum 
culpe, quamvis nocivum proximo. 

65| 2? velle furari, si nullum foret nec esset possibile furari, foret 
malum culpe. 

66] 3° velle furari est culpa vel malum culpe vel peccatum, quia furari 
«est» nocivum proximo contra preceptum divinum libere factum, vel 
esset si poneretur in esse. 

67| Ex his tribus patet quod velle furari est primo culpa, quamvis 
furari post nocivum nec est culpa nisi propter interiorem actum unde 
liber. 
68| 4? sit ista, que respondet sibi: velle furari non minus est culpe 
ceteris paribus si furari non sequatur quam si furtum sequatur. Ex quo 
patet quod ipse nichil arguit ad propositum. 

69] 2? ratio consistit in hoc, quod actus exterior est finis; modo in 


malis finis est peior. 

70—69] Pro destruendo istam rationem ponentur propositiones. Pri- 
ma quod non sic est ut assumit, nam mors eterna est finis peccati; pec- 
catum autem fugibilius est morte eterna, per dictum Anselmi: *Mallem 


purus et innocens" etc. 
[71] 2* contingit in malis mortalibus finem fore bonum eo quod est ad 
finem existente malo. Patet in eo qui furatur a diviti ut det pauperi, 
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quia agit bona intentione et bono fine, quamvis male. 

[72] 3° si actus exterior et interior debeant comparari penes esse finem 
et ordinatum in fine, actus interior esset potius [P 212v] finis exterioris 
quam econtra, nam est vitalis et perfectior. Modo in omni natura quod 
deterius est, semper est gratia melioris. 

74] 4? quod potius est dicendus effectus, remotis impedimentis, quam 
finis, ut patet. Et si fuerit finis, non est nisi sicut finis quo. Nullus enim 
vult furari propter se, sed propter aliud, ut experientia docet. 

75] 3? ad idem, actus exterior producitur a causa in peiori dispositione 
existente quam interior, quia a voluntate peius disposita per actum. 
76—75] Inde posset dici primo quod voluntas non prius elicit malum 
voluntarie quam ipsa sit mala, nam eo quod elicit et dum elicit simul 
mala est. 

77| Ex isto sequitur 2? quod non a peiori causa vel peius disposita 
procedit actus exterior quam interior, notum est. 

78| 3° ceteris paribus effectus productus a peiori causa est minus 
malus, nam actus factus a bono ceteris paribus est peior quam a malo, 
nam bonitas et perfectio est circumstantia aggravans. 

79] Ex quo patet 4? quod ratio potius deberet concludere oppositum 
eius quod concludit quam illud. Patet, quia factum a peiori causa minus 
de bono adimit, quare huiusmodi dicta non valent. 


«Guillelmus de» Sarvavilla 


[80] 2? circa idem punctum de utilitate actus voluntatis et merito posue- 
rat conclusionem unam magister Guillelmus de Sarvavilla, dicens 
quod omni merenti debetur ex gratia et meritis vita eterna. 

[81—80] Contra quod argueram sic etc. Resumatur. 

[82581] Respondet sic. Resumatur. 

[83—82] Cui dicendum primo quod male respondet ad Augustinum, 
nam ipsum negat. Ista enim consequentia bona est: ‘Debetur ex gratia et 
debetur ex meritis, igitur debetur ex meritis', a copulativa ad alteram 
sui partem. Si vero loquatur decopulato extremo, sequitur: ‘Debetur 
ex gratia et meritis, igitur aliquo modo, saltem partim, ex meritis', et 
sic non est omnino negandum deberi ex meritis. Quod tamen negat 
Augustinus. 

[84] Ad illud quod dicit contra solutionem — quod Deus promisit 
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et esse promissum debitum, unde sequitur: ‘Promisit, ergo’ — de tali 
potest solvi tota ratio per hoc quod potest numquam promisisse, ut 
patet in materia de futuris contingentibus. Et sic, cum antecedens sit 
contingens, potest esse consequens contingens. Et sic Deus non fallit. 
Unde istud videtur contra illud quod dictum est paulo ante per ipsum 
in quadam solutione, cum dicebat quod Deus non sic debet quod si non 
daret foret iniustus, nam si falleret, foret iniustus; si non daret, falleret; 
ergo, de primo ad ultimum, si non daret, foret iniustus. 

[85] Dictum Anselmi loquitur de facto secundum leges statutas et 
de congruo, non de potentia absoluta et de condigno, ut apparet per 
verba. Nam non negatur quin Deus posset non retribuere. Alias duas 
auctoritates glosetis ut placebit. Non deficit glosa: debetur, scilicet de 
congruo, id est, congruum dari vitam eternam, quam nos concedat. 


Appendix 2 


« Johannis de Mediavilla tertium principium in 
secundum librum Sententiarum? 


[P 213r] Circa secundum Sententiarum et circa materiam thematis mo- 
veo unam talem questionem: Utrum homo quem Deus in mundi principio 
rectum fecit tantum meruisset vel mereri potuisset omittendo gustare de 
ligno vetito quantum demeruit in gustando. 

1| Et arguendo primo quod non: precise omittendo gustare nichil mer- 
uisset nec mereri potuisset, igitur questio falsa. Antecedens est quat- 
tuor patrum reverendorum noviter. 

2| Oppositum, quia cuiuslibet boni commissio est tantum bona quan- 
tum illius omissio mala et econtra, cum quantitas malitie omissionis 
penes quantitatem bonitatis habitus attendatur. 

3| In ista questione erunt alique conclusiones brevius quo potero per- 
tractande. 


Conclusio prima: «Primus parens potuit pure omittendo sine actu 
voluntatis quocumque gustare de ligno vetito promereri 


(4| Primo sit ista et de communi materia de qua fui a pluribus pa- 
tribus impugnatus: quod primus parens potuit pure omittendo sine 
actu voluntatis quocumque gustare de ligno vetito promereri. 

[5] Patet, ut alias fuit probata, nam possibile fuit ut Deus primo pa- 
renti preciperet non gustare de ligno vetito, et cum hoc nullum actum 
voluntatis pro certa mensura elicere seu habere, et primum parentem 
se huiusmodi precepto conformare et ex caritate, igitur. Deductionem 
huius rationis omitto nunc gratia brevitatis. 

[6] A meis patribus contra huiusmodi conclusionem multipliciter est 
argutum. Et sunt in summa, ut brevius transeam, 18 instantie tam facte 
noviter quam antique. 
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«Nicolaus Monachus» 


[7] Et primo arguit pater meus dominus Nicolaus sic: mereri est 
aliquid facere velle vel ab aliquo velle abstinere, igitur per oppositum 
demereri, igitur conclusio mea falsa. 

[8— 7] Hic dico, sicut dixi, negando consequentiam, quia plus requiri- 
tur ad mereri quam ad demereri, ut prius. Nec hoc improbat. Et hoc 
sufficit ad negandum consequentiam, ut clare patet. Unde arguatur ex 
dictis suis contra ipsum et pro conclusione ex suo antecedente: ‘Mereri 
est aliquid velle facere vel ab aliquo velle abstinere’. Dato isto antece- 
dente universaliter vero, sequitur, per ipsum: ‘igitur oppositum est de 
demereri, igitur demereri non est velle aliquid facere’ etc., sed potius op- 
positum istorum, scilicet carentia istorum, quia quantum aliquis habitus 
est bonus et meritorius, tantum privatio eius mala. 

[9] Et hoc pro ista ratione, quia primam responsionem alias datam 
non reprobat. Unde cum arguit: ‘Velle omittere est peccatum, et non 
aliud quam omissionis, igitur pura omissio non est peccatum', minor est 
falsa, quia velle omittere est peccatum commissionis. Et supposito quod 
esset peccatum omissionis, non sequitur quin pure omittere sit unum 
aliud peccatum, ut notum est. 


« Guido de Sancto Bernardo» 


[10] 2? arguit ipse reverendus Guido de Sancto Bernardo in secun- 
da ratione sua per auctoritatem illam Contra Faustum: *Peccatum est 
dictum vel factum" et similia. 

[11—10] Dicendum quod licet omne peccatum sit contra Deum et 
imputandum voluntati, tamen alique actiones possunt intelligi de uno 
genere peccati que non intelliguntur de alio. 


«Nicolaus Monachus» 


[12] 3? arguit dominus Nicolaus per illum casum communem de angelo 
infinite virtutis habente preceptum facere aliquid ante a et omittente 
pure. 

[13—12] Plura dixeram ad hoc. 
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[1413] Duo repetit. Primo, quia dixeram quod ratio erat contra 
ipsum, dicit quod non, quia dicit quod quandocumque ante a voluit 
omittere, peccavit. 

[1514] Contra: quia licite poterat omittere, quia per nullum tale 
velle transgrediebatur preceptum, quia quocumque tali dato, potuit im- 
plere preceptum, et ex nullo alio circa hoc ipsum peccare contingit nisi 
propter transgressionem precepti, igitur. 

[16—13] Secundum erat quia dixeram quod in toto tempore cathego- 
rematice peccavit. 

[17—16] Conformiter dico quod in illo toto tempore cathegorematice 
fuit sine caritate, et tamen in infinitis partibus illius temporis fuit in 
caritate. Nec oppositum probatur. Similiter in toto illo tempore cathe- 
gorematice incepit esse ingratus, et in nullo instanti illius incepit esse 
ingratus vel parte temporis secundum se totam, iuxta istam solutionem, 
quamvis alios modos magis probabiles alias datos non improbet. 


« Guido de Sancto Bernardo» 


[18] 4? arguit dominus Guido: meritum a voluntate procedere est cir- 
cumstantia merendi, aliter non esset voluntati premium tribuendum etc. 

[19—18] Alias soluta fuit, nec solutionem improbat. 

[20] 5? idem pater arguit, nam si sic, sequitur quod semper non tran- 
sgrediens precepta negativa mereretur. Dicte fuerunt alique propositio- 
nes ad hoc, ex quibus iste pater infert suum propositum. Nam accipit 
istam propositionem meam: ‘Omnis existens in caritate et ex caritate 
volens non transgredi precepta negativa meretur’; igitur ad hoc quod 
aliquis mereatur per impletionem preceptorum negativorum, requitur 
quod velit ex caritate non transgredi. 

[21—20] Negatur sibi consequentia, quia notorie falsa est. 

[22] Ulterius, cum probando conclusionem meam dicebam quod, dato 
precepto Sorti de non habendo actum voluntatis, talis mereri potest 
se illi conformando; volo igitur: semper existens in gratia non furans 
meretur. 

[23—22] Consequentia notorie falsa quam inaniter facit iste pater. 
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[24] Ulterior argumentatio istius patris inquirit modum implendi me- 
ritorie precepta negativa. 

[25—24] Alias sub aliquibus propositionibus sibi dixi, nec repeto. 

[26] 6? arguit idem pater et noviter sic: habeat aliquis in precepto non 
dare elemosinam. Tunc si ab habente gratiam et ex gratia poterit meri- 
torie impleri sine quocumque actu voluntatis, fortiori ratione preceptum 
affirmativum de dando elemosinam. 

27—26] Negatur sibi consequentia, gratia brevitatis, nec probat. Ra- 
tio negationis alias dicetur, si fuerit necesse. 

28] 7? idem ad idem: pure omittere non est virtuosum, igitur non est 
meritorium. Antecedens, quia virtus est circa difficile, 2° Ethicorum. 
29—28] Negatur antecedens. Nec sequitur ex probatione, quoniam 
multe abstinentie sunt difficiles, propter quod Poeta: “Est virtus placitis 
abstinuisse" rebus alias supreme placitis. 

30] 8° idem ad idem: [P 213v] meritum in sua assignatione conno- 
tat acceptationem divinam ad premium reddendum pro aliquo virtuoso 
opere; sed in pura omissione nichil est tale. 

3130] Pro isto argumento dico quod Deus puram omissionem fac- 
tam libere ex caritate conformiter divino precepto acceptat ad vitam 
eternam. Nec oppositum probatur, quamvis in argumento multa negan- 
da ponantur, que omitto propter brevitatem. 

[32] 9? idem ad idem: sit Sortes existens in gratia, non tamen volens 
mereri, quia nec de merito cogitans. Fiat ei preceptum quod continue 
sit, scilicet per horam, non volendo mereri. Tunc querit si sine motu 
quocumque voluntatis seu sine assensu voluntario potest meritorie tale 
preceptum adimplere. Si non, propositum. Si sic, tunc infans noviter 
baptizatus recepta gratia baptismali posset hoc. 

[3332] Negatur consequentia. Nec probatur. 

[34] Cum ulterius confirmat quod de non-merente fieret merens nul- 
la mutatione etc., si intelligat sine generatione nove rei, hoc vel simile 
oportet concedere. Si autem intelligas generaliter sine quacumque mu- 
tatione, ratio interimit seipsam, nam ponit novam mutationem, scilicet 
preceptum dari. Vel aliter quod cum incipit mereri, omissio illa incipit 
esse a caritate et econverso, et hoc sufficit. Sic enim ipse habet conce- 
dere de actu positivo qui prefuit et fit meritorius dato precepto, cum sit 
ex caritate. 
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[35] 10° idem ad idem: cum illa talis pura omissio esset minimum 
mortale, quia in infinitum minus peccatum esset omittere diligere Deum 
quam nolle Deum diligere. Nam quantumcumque remisse quis nollet 
Deum diligere, adhuc magis peccaret quam omittens. 

[3635] Per consimilem modum arguo contra ipsum quod nolle dili- 
gere Deum sit minimum mortale, nam est in infinitum minus peccatum 
quam odire Deum. Nam quantumcumque quis remisse odiat Deum, plus 
peccat quam nolens diligere. Idcirco negatur sibi ista consequentia: ‘In 
infinitum minus peccatum est omittere etc., igitur est minimum mor- 
tale’, quia nullum mortale est minimum. Item, negatur sibi ista alia: 
‘Quantumcumque remisse quis nolit diligere, plus peccat quam omit- 
tens, igitur omittens in infinitum minus peccat', quamvis forte antece- 
dens posset negari. Nec ista ipse probat. 

[37] 11? idem ad idem: si sic, sequitur quod habito precepto sub pe- 
na peccati mortalis de continuando aliquem actum per aliquod certum 
tempus, omittens illum actum per totum illud tempus infinities peccaret, 
quia in quolibet instanti illius temporis. Et cum de suo peccato tenetur 
conteri, omissio illius contritionis esset peccatum, et sic in infinitum. 

[3837] Pro prima parte dicendum quod sicut merito continuato per 
aliquod tempus nulli instanti correspondet precise aliquod certum meri- 
tum, alias foret infinitum, quia tantum corresponderet et cuilibet alteri 
instanti, ita de demerito. Pro alio dicendum quod peccans dum peccat 
non tenetur conteri de peccato, sed teneatur non peccare. Post pecca- 
tum vero, certo tempore quo potest et congruit conteri, tenetur conteri, 
et si omittat, peccat. Sed tunc non tenetur conteri de illa omissione, 
sed tenetur non omittere illam contritionem, et lapsa illa, omittere cum 
potest adhuc de illa. Et sic numquam habebuntur demerita infinita. Sic 
dicatur pro nunc. 

[39] Ad alia vero dicta istius patris patet ex dictis ad dominum 
Nicolaum. 


«Amandus» Cordiger 


[40] 12? contra predictam conclusionem arguit reverendus pater de 
domo Minorum. Arguit enim noviter quod nullus potest implere pre- 
ceptum divinum nisi per actum positivum. Arguitur sic: nulla pura 
omissio est precepta, igitur nullus potest divinum preceptum implere 
nisi per actum. Consequentia clara. Antecedens patet, quia per pre- 
125 idem ad idem] s.l. P 130 sit] in infinitum add. sed del. P 148 et congruit] 


s.l. P 155 cordiger] mg. P 157 noviter] s.l. P 159 preceptum] divinum add. 
P 


351 


125 


130 


135 


140 


145 


150 


155 


160 


352 


165 


175 


180 


185 


190 


Chris SCHABEL 


ceptum non mechaberis aut precise prohibetur mechia aut non sed velle 
mechari. Non primum, quia tunc dormiens mechando vel credens cogno- 
scere propriam transgredetur preceptum. Si secundum, igitur precipitur 
velle non mechari. 

[41—40] Hic primo negatur consequentia quam dicit fore claram: ‘Nul- 
la pura omissio est precepta! etc. Nam quamvis nulla pura omissio esset 
precepta, si tamen posset precipi, consequentia foret nulla. Ulterius 
potest negari antecedens. Et cum arguitur: ‘aut prohibetur etc., dici 
potest quod prohibetur mechia libere facienda. Nec arguitur contra. Vel 
potest dici quod prohibetur velle mechari. Nec sequitur: ‘igitur precipi- 
tur velle non mechari', sed sequitur: ‘igitur precipitur non velle mechari’, 
quod congruit pure omittendo. 

[42] 13? idem ad idem: nec merendo nec demerendo nullus implet pre- 
ceptum datum, igitur pure omittendo nullus implet preceptum datum. 
Antecedens ex terminis. Consequentia patet, quia dato precepto non 
aliter se habet non merens nec demerens et pure omittens, quia si aliter 
non pure omittit. 

[43—42] Hic dicitur primo quod antecedens, quod dicit notum ex ter- 
minis, ab aliquibus doctoribus huius studii negaretur, qui ponunt 
aliqua precepta posse impleri per bona opera moralia extra caritatem, 
saltem quo ad substantiam precepti, quidquid sit de intentione preci- 
pientis. Ulterius negatur sibi consequentia, nam posui pure omittendo 
posse mereri aut demereri. Nec hoc improbat. Quocirca ratio petit. 
Ad probationem, dicitur quod supponit quod nullus pure omittens sit 
merens aut demerens. 

[44] 14° contra dictam conclusionem arguit idem: nullus implet pre- 
ceptum de facto nisi propter Deum; sed nullus pure omittit propter 
Deum. Probatur, quia aut propter dilectum actualiter aut habitualiter. 
Si primum, igitur non pure omittit. Si secundum, igitur non implet 
preceptum actualiter. 

[4544] Ad istam, antecedens sibi negari posset ab illis de quibus 
dictum est, |P 214r] cum multi dicerent per aliquos actus bonos moraliter 
non relatos in ultimum finem, ut sunt actus philosophorum qui propter 
bonum virtuose, sobrie, et caste vivebant et faciebant opera preceptionis, 
precepta impleri. Sed quidquid sit de hoc, nego sibi minorem. Unde dico 
aliquem posse omittere ex caritate et propter Deum. Nec oppositum 
probat. Unde ad disiunctionem utraque pars potest sibi dari. Modo 
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multa merita possunt esse propter Deum habitualiter, sicut de eunte ad 
Sanctum Jacobum vel de multis omittentibus in processu consideratione 
de Deo, et multa alia possent dici. Omitto gratia brevitatis. 

[46] 15? arguebat alias idem pater sic: quia pure omissionis caritas 
non potest esse forma positiva, igitur etc. 

[47—46] Solutum fuit alias. Nec impugnatio solutionis valet, nam vel 
ipse loquitur de caritate habitu, de qua arguebatur in primo principio, 
et talis non est in quolibet actu meritorio subiective, nam cum tales 
actus fluant et refluant, accidens transiret de subiecto in subiectum. 
Si vero loquatur de caritate actu, scilicet de dilectione Dei actuali, ut 
videtur nunc arguere, tunc primo ipse variat, cum prius argueret de 
caritate habitu. Secundo sequitur idem inconveniens quod prius, nam 
cum manente eadem dilectione actuali varientur actus meritorii, accidens 
transiret de subiecto in subiectum, quod sine miraculo fieri non potest. 
Miracula autem multiplicari non debent sine ratione. 

[48] 16? idem ad idem, et est ratio alias facta: voluntas pure omittendo 
non plus agit quam si non esset voluntas, igitur pura omissio etc. 

[4948] Negavi consequentiam, nam nichil agendo positive meretur. 

[50—49] Replicatio vero sua est ista: voluntas pure omittendo non 
plus agit quam si voluntas non esset; sed si omnino non esset, non libere 
et meritorie omitteret, nec esset caritas eius forma; igitur nec modo est 
forma anime, quia omittit. 

[51—50] Dicitur negando istum modum arguendi, quia inconnexus et 
plures quam tres terminos continet, et tamen est modus arguendi in 
forma sillogistica, prout patent. 


«Guillelmus de» Sarvavilla 


[52] 17? contra istam conclusionem arguit Sarvavilla. Et probat duabus 
rationibus alias factis, quarum prima supponit tres suppositiones. 

53] Prima est: omne quod se habet aliter quam prius mutatur, ac per 
hoc ab aliquo premovente movetur. Probat ut alias. 

5453] Huic suppositioni dedi instantiam in secundo principio, 
nam agens per solam cessationem ab actu se habet aliter quam prius, 
nec ad hoc oportet ponere aliquod premovens. 

55—54] Contra, dicit ipse, impossibile est quod aliquod agens cesset 
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ab actu nisi prefuerit aliquod movens, igitur oportet ponere aliquod 
premovens ad hoc quod agens cesset ab actu. Et hoc, ut dicit, sufficit 
sibi quod sit vel fuerit aliquod movens ad hoc quod aliquid aliter se 
habeat nunc quam prius. 

[5655] Contra: ex isto propositum videtur sequi, nam si fuerit ali- 
quod premovens quod istud agens premovebat aliquo motu a quo istud 
agens nunc cessat, tale, inquam, agens vel premovens non agit ad ces- 
sationem nisi quia cessat premovere. Et tunc quererem a quo cessat, et 
esset processus in infinitum, vel erit devenire ad cessans a nullo vel a 
se, et propositum. Item, tale premovens non facit istud agens cessare, 
igitur non facit ipsum esse aliter quam prius, igitur non omne quod se 
habet aliter quam prius requirit causaliter aliquod premovens ad hoc 
quod aliter quam prius se habeat, et hoc sufficit. 

[57] Et cum arguitur ultra: tale agens, quod sit b, aut cessat ab aliquo 
vel a nullo. Si a nullo, ergo per se cessat, ergo semper cessat, quia quod 
inest. 

[58—57] Contra arguo sic: Deus creat; igitur a se vel a nullo, et fiat 
argumentum. Conclusio falsa. Propter quod modus arguendi negatur 
et continet aliquas falsas consequentias. Cum enim arguit: ^A nullo 
cessat, igitur independenter, igitur est Deus," utraque consequentia est 
falsa. Prima, quia ista est vera: ‘Chymera a nullo cessat’, quia sua 
contradictoria est falsa: ‘Chymera ab aliquo cessat’, et tamen non cessat 
independenter, quia nec cessat aliquo modo. Etiam consequentia est 
falsa quia simile antecedens potest esse verum consequente falso, nam 
quamvis tale a nullo cesset, quia ab alio est, quidquid et qualecumque 
est, est dependenter. Ultima consequentia falsa etiam, sicut nec ista 
valet: ‘Sortes independenter peccat’, si concederetur, ‘ergo est Deus’. 
59] Secunda suppositio sua breviter confirmatur per hoc quod excitari 
ad opus est idem quod incipere operari, et ideo sicut exponitur dupliciter 
‘incipere’, ita ‘excitari. Hoc sufficit pro ipsa gratia brevitatis. 

60—59] Ipse vero videtur supponere distinctionem inter hec: ‘incipere 
operari' et ‘excitari ad opus’, in ipsam suppositionem probando, ut patet; 
ideo non valet. 

61] Tertia autem suppositio: si anima pure omittens excitari non 
potest nisi ab extrinseco, iam non est in sua potestate ut operetur etc. 
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Ulterius: ista est una condicionalis equivalens uni consequentie cuius 
antecedens est verum, quia nec voluntas excitari nec operari potest nisi 
ab extrinseco, scilicet Deo, moveatur. 

[62—61] Consequens falsum, quia in potestate sua est operari. Si- 
militudines ille de sompno et vigilia non sunt efficaces, sicut nec alie 
probationes a simili que iuxta commune proverbium “claudicant uno 
pede? Instantia vero quam dabam non impugnatur, nam dicit quod 
licet suadeat quod in potestate anime excitate sit operari, non tamen 
suadet quod in potestate anime sit operari antequam excitatur. Istud 
nec illud exemplum de Antichristo est ad propositum, quia conformiter 
sicut dicitur de Antichristo antequam sit quod non potest operari, ita 
et de voluntate antequam est. Sed postquam est posita in esse, sive sit 
excitata sive non, suas liberas actiones potest efficere et habet in sua 
potestate. 

[63] Cum autem noviter probat quod non sit in potestate anime pure 
omittentis excitari ad actum seu incipere operari, arguendo sic: ‘Incipe- 
re operari vel ad actum excitari precedit iudicium practicum, igitur fit 
naturaliter et non libere', [P 214v] hic posset primo negari consequentia. 
Nam licet aliqui actus precedentes deliberationem fiant naturaliter, non 
tamen omnes, ut notum, nam possibile est aliquid apprehendi simplici 
apprehensione, qua stante voluntas potest illud libere velle vel non velle 
sine alia deliberatione. Vel potest dici quod si capiat incipere operari? 
simpliciter et absolute, bene verum est quod tale precedit deliberatio- 
nem, cum deliberare sit quoddam operari; sed non est ad propositum. 
Si autem capiat ‘incipere operari’ voluntatis, tunc tale incipere non est 
ante deliberationem, ymo simul vel posterius oportet esse, cum delibe- 
ratio tempore vel natura precedat huiusmodi actum voluntatis, a quo 
per nichil distat incipere operari, ut patet. 

[64] 18* instantia contra predictam conclusionem est istius magistri, 
que non est recte contra conclusionem, ymo in parte confirmat et in parte 
infirmat. Et probat quod omnis anima pure omittens interpretative 
voluntarie demeretur. Alias facta fuit. Et assumit duas propositiones 
alias negatas. Prima est: ‘Omnis omittens diligere Deum pro mensura 
pro qua diligere potest peccat. 

[65—64] Negabatur sibi. 

[66—65] Probat nunc, quia pro tunc, dum potest, tenetur, nam se- 
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cundum evangelium tenetur ex totis viribus: ex tota fortitudine. 

[67—66] Negatur ista consequentia, quidquid sit de antecedente: ‘Sor- 
tes tenetur ex totis viribus et ex tota fortitudine Deum diligere, igitur 
tenetur diligere omni tempore', quamvis omni tempore teneatur diligere. 
Hoc sufficit, nam dato tempore pro quo diligere non tenetur, quamvis 
illo tempore teneatur diligere, omittendo diligere non peccat. 

[68] 2° assumebat dicta ratio sua aliam propositionem: ‘Omnis pure 
omittens interpretative voluntarie omittit Deum diligere dum potest’. 
Non autem probat, quia non pure omitteret. 

[69—68] Huic dico quod si intelligat per ‘pure omittere’ omittere om- 
nem actum possibilem, ut videtur ipse intelligere, propositio sua non 
fuisset neganda. Sed non sic capio, nec est capiendum de virtute sermo- 
nis, cum istud adverbium ‘pure’ non sit signum universale nec formaliter 
nec equivalenter. Sed intelligo ‘pure omittere’ cum anima actum quem 
habere posset circa aliquod obiectum omnino non habet. Aut aliter, ut 
exponam si necesse fuerit. 


«Nicolaus Monachus» 


[70] Ratio vero mea per quam predicta conclusio probabatur impugnata 
fuit alias per primum istorum patrum, et in secundo principio 
meo reformata, nec ulterius per eundem noviter impugnatur quin per 
tunc dicta possit vigorari, ideo transeo gratia brevitatis. Et hoc de prima 
conclusione dicatur. 


Secunda conclusio: «quod primus parens pure omittendo aliquod sibi 
preceptum plus potuit peccare quam illud implendo meruisset 


[1] 2? conclusio principalis et brevius ad questionem sit ista: quod primus 
parens pure omittendo aliquod sibi preceptum plus potuit peccare quam 
illud implendo meruisset. 

[2] Ista conclusio probatur ut alias. Dato enim sibi precepto de duobus 
indigentibus ut illis subveniret et non posset nisi uni, si omisisset, fuisset 
reus utriusque, et tamen subveniendo tantum uni meruisset. Resumatur 
probatio ut alias in forma. 


306 diligere?] et ex add. sed del. P 325 secunda conclusio] mg. P 328 potuit] 
sl P 


303 ex tota fortitudine: Marcus 12:33. 309-310 assumebat — potest: Supra 11.1.59. 
330 alias: Fortasse in primo principio. 333 alias: Supra 11.1.35—39. 


'The Forgotten Principia of Jean de Moyenneville 


« Nicolaus Monachus» 


[3] Contra istam conclusionem arguit pater meus dominus Nicolaus. 
Et probat quod in casu dato pura omissio non est peior quam subvenire 
alteri sit bonum. Et hoc sic: Plato non tenetur utrique istorum subve- 
nire formaliter, igitur non est causa mortis amborum nec reus amborum 
formaliter. 

[43] Ad istam rationem et pro aliis rationibus si que forent posui 
aliquas propositiones in secundo principio meo, ex quibus non repe- 
titis vel repetitis sequitur istam consequentiam fore negandam, et pro 
nunc nego: ‘Non tenetur utrique, igitur si non subveniat utrique non 
est reus utriusque. Nam potest Deus obligare Sortem ad subveniendum 
alteri istorum indigentium sub tali pena: quod si nulli subveniat, sit reus 
utriusque, et si subvenisset uni, nullius foret reus. Vel posset, ut dixi, 
quod tenetur talis subvenire alteri vel utrique, et ideo si non subveniat 
alteri, est reus utriusque. Isto enim modo dicebatur in secundo princi- 
pio. Nec improbatur. Unde posset poni exemplum: quilibet enim homo 
vel mulier tenetur ad coniugium vel castitatem seu virginitatem, et si 
neutrum servet, foret possibile sustineri ipsum utriusque reum, iuxta il- 
lud: Qui in uno deliquit, factus est omnium reus. Quidquid sit de istis, 
sufficit michi quod illa consequentia nichil valeat et sit interimenda. 

[5] Cum autem dicit iste pater quod probare sibi volui quod tenere- 
tur utrique subvenire, ymo, unam propositionem oppositam posui, quia 
nec hoc erat sibi possibile, et per consequens ad hoc non obligabatur an- 
tequam deliquit, sed postquam deliquit, cum teneretur alteri vel utrique, 
factus est utriusque reus. Nec tunc obviat quod obligatur ad impossibile, 
nam hoc non est inconveniens ex culpa previa. 

[6] Probavi autem sibi per quandam rationem, ad quam non respondet, 
quod utriusque est reus, quia non plus Sortis quam Platonis, igitur vel 
nullius vel utriusque. Nec ista clare solvitur. Et sic patet rationem 
suam fore solutam, meam autem non fore solutam. Quamvis multa 
sint in dictis suis, ad que dicere per singula foret longum, istud sit pro 
fundamento. Et tradatur sibi nunc, quia nescio si illa que ipse repetit 
sibi tradideratis, quia aliqua ibi sunt que non sunt bene pro vobis. 
[P 215r: narrower folio] 
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<Tertia conclusio: primus parens nec aliquis alter mereri potest 
omittendo aut committendo quantum demeretur oppositum faciendo> 


[1] Tertia conclusio, quod primus vel quilibet alter — non facio diffe- 
rentiam in istis conclusionibus nisi propter titulum et librum — est, 
inquam, conclusio quod primus parens nec aliquis alter mereri potest 
omittendo aut committendo quantum demeretur oppositum faciendo. 

[2] Probo sic: operi demeritorio cuivis debetur condigne pena eterna, 
ipsis vero meritoriis operibus non, sed ex sola gratia datur, igitur non 
tantum ista demeritoria quantum illa meritoria. Consequentia vide- 
tur nota. Antecedens vero est Apostoli ad Romanos: Stipendia peccati, 
mors; gratia Dei, vita eterna. 


<Guillelmus de Sarvavilla> 


[3] Contra istam conclusionem videtur esse magister meus magister 
Guillelmus de Sarvavilla, vel saltem circa hoc ponit unam conclu- 
sionem oppositam cuidam conclusioni mee, videlicet quod omni 
merenti vitam eternam debetur ex gratia et meritis vita eterna. 

[4] Ego vero posueram quod non ex operibus debetur, ymo acsi gra- 
tiose agenti meritorie Deus conferit sicut nichil agenti si conferret sibi. 

[5—4] Contra hoc alias iste magister meus adduxit auctoritatem Au- 
gustini, Bernardi, Anselmi. Unde Augustinus, De vera innocentia, pro- 
positione 297: “Debetur,” inquit, “merces bonis operibus" Bernardus, 
De diligendo Deum: “Amanti premium debetur? Et multae consimiles 
possunt adduci. 

[6—5] 1Supra II.2.85. sibi de congruo deberi, non de condigno. 

[7—6] Videtur autem sibi quod ista non stant cum primis. 

[8— 7] Sed salva reverentia, non video quomodo contradicant primis, 
nec ipse ostendit. Unde sicut notat Magister circa finem primi in materia 
de potentia Dei, cum loquimur de divinis actionibus quas ad extra libere 
facit, non debet poni huiusmodi verbum ‘debet’, nam, ut ipse dicit, im- 
portat venenum nisi intelligitur ad bonum sensum. Et ideo auctoritates 
sanctorum sic loquentium exponende sunt. 
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[9] Nec valet ista consequentia, que vellet ire ad virtutem sermonis: 
‘Debetur de congruo, ergo debetur. Unde ista propositio: ‘Sic agenti 
debetur de congruo premium eternum', exponitur: id est, isti congruit 
dari premium eternum sic agenti, et plus congruit quam non sic agenti, 
quamvis non plus debeatur, quia nec isti nec illi debetur. 

[10] Per hoc possent exsufflari que dicit consequenter: quod videor 
concedere propositum. Nam dico quod debetur de congruo bonis operi- 
bus vita eterna; modo de congruo et gratia coincidunt; ergo tali merenti 
debetur ex gratia et meritis vita eterna. Sed ista est sua conclusio; igitur 
concedo conclusionem suam. 

[11—10] Dico, si per hanc conclusionem intelligas, id est, mere gratio- 
sum est pro meritis dari vitam eternam, non ego secum, sed ipse mecum 
est, ut videtur. Nam ex isto non sequitur aliquo modo deberi. Si autem 
aliter intelligas, det intellectum, nam in alio sensu non sequeretur ex 
datis meis bene intellectis, ut supra tetigi. Nam exposui auctoritates 
in quibus ponitur ‘debet’ per ‘congruit’, et assigno fallaciam secundum 
quid et simpliciter in consequentia inferenti ex deberi de congruo vel de 
gratia absolute deberi. 

[12] 2? arguit sic: ‘Quidquid est de congruo, est, igitur quidquid est 
de congruo debitum, est debitum’. 

[13—12] Negatur consequentia. Per istum enim modum arguendi pro- 
barentur omnes consequentie ubi est fallacia secundum quid et simplici- 
ter. Vel solet communiter assignari: ‘Quidquid est, secundum Deum est, 
igitur quidquid est album, secundum Deum est album, igitur Ethiops est 
albus. Et alie cause negandi huiusmodi consequentiam et similes alias 
poterunt dari. 

[14] Item, arguit sic: sicut concedo istam: ‘Meretur de congruo, igitur 
meretur', ita debeo istam concedere: ‘Debetur de congruo premium, 
igitur simpliciter debetur. 

[15—14] Dico quod in modum consequentie neutram de forma conce- 
do, sed primam in modum relative propositionis. Concedo scilicet quod 
qui meretur de congruo meretur absolute, nec tamen concedo secundam, 
ut patuit. Nec est simile. Nec probatur. 

[16] Adducit autem ipse auctoritatem Augustini 5? Confessionum, ca- 
pitulo 9°: “Dignaris enim quoniam in seculum misericordia tua, eis qui- 
bus omnia etc. debita dimittis, etiam promissionibus tuus debitor fieri.” 
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Patet quid dicendum ex his que alias. Unde per hoc nichil aliud intelli- 
go ‘promissionibus debitor fieri' nisi dignatur [bottom margin trimmed] 
promissum facere. Et hoc sufficit. [P 215v: verso narrower folio] 


«Quarta conclusio: primus parens non potuit velle gustare de ligno 
vetito per actum a solis causis liberis productum 


[1] Quarta conclusio: quod primus parens non potuit velle gustare de 
ligno vetito per actum a solis causis liberis productum. 

2] Et arguo sic: primus parens non potuit velle gustare etc. per 
actum non productum vel non concausatum ab aliqua cognitione previa, 
igitur etc. Antecedens, quia si cognitio previa nullo modo foret causa 
volutionis, non videretur ratio quare voluntas non posset ferri in incog- 
nitum, cum effectus quicumque posset poni omnibus suis causis positis 
sine quibuscumque aliis. Et consequentia patet pro tanto quia cognitio 
non potest poni agens liberum vel causa libera respectu volutionis aut 
alicuius alterius. 


« Amandus Cordiger> 


[3] Contra istam conclusionem posuit oppositam pater meus de do- 
mo Cordigerorum. Posuit enim quod nullus potest implere precep- 
tum divinum nisi per actum positivum totaliter a causis liberis produc- 
tum. Cuius conclusionis secunda pars est contra predictam conclusio- 
nem, quam partem ipse probat sic: ab una causa libera non potest esse 
aliquis effectus naturalis, igitur ab una causa naturali non potest esse 
aliquis effectus liber. Antecedens patet. Consequentia probatur, quia 
sicut una causa existente libera, quia potest agere ad opposita et dif- 
formiter, effectus non potest esse naturalis — id est, semper uniformis, 
quia si sic, foret possibile quod effectus esset uniformis et difformis, quod 
implicat — ita, si una causa naturali agente, per consequens semper uni- 
formiter effectus esset liber, idem sequeretur. 

[43] Ad istam rationem negatur sibi consequentia, nam una causa 
alicuius effectus existente libera, effectus libere producitur. Una autem 
causa existente naturali, nisi omnes sint naturales, effectus ille non prop- 
terea simpliciter et absolute naturaliter producitur. Istud non indiget 
declaratione. 

[5] Ad probationem, cum dicitur quod simile inconveniens sequitur ad 
utraque, dicitur quod non. Nam ad primum secuntur contradictoria, 
quamvis non forte illa que iste pater inferat, sed quod idem effectus 
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posset non produci et non posset non produci. Ad secundum autem 
nullum tale, nam non sequitur: ‘Hec causa naturaliter producit istum 
effectum, igitur iste effectus non potest non produci vel non potest ab 
ista causa non produci. Nam propter concursum cause libere potest 
simpliciter et absolute non produci et etiam ab illa causa naturali non 
produci. 

[6] 2° contra illam conclusionem arguit idem pater sic: si simul con- 
currerent causa naturalis et libera, aut sic quod quelibet illarum posset 
subducta altera in totalem effectum aut non. Si primum, tunc idem 
effectus bis produceretur, si libera conformiter ageret ut naturaliter, vel 
simul esset et non esset, si difformiter. Si secundum, tunc sicut una non 
potest sine altera, ita non potest contra alteram, igitur sicut voluntas 
non potest agere sine intellectione, ita non potest agere contra intellec- 
tionem, et ita esset naturalis causa. Consequentia tenet, quia maius est 
agere contra aliquid quam sine eo. 

[7—6] Ad istam rationem eligitur secunda pars disiunctive. Nec est 
ad propositum improbatio, nam voluntas sicut non agit nec agere po- 
test sine cognitione, ita nec agere potest contra cognitionem. Unde si 
intelligam a, tunc possum velle vel nolle a vel non velle, quod sufficit 
ad libertatem, et tamen non contra vadam intellectioni mee, ymo sive 
velim sive nolim a, cognitio continet effectum. Et quamvis possem vo- 
lendo vel nolendo contraire alicui intellectioni, non tamen illi que cum 
voluntate concurrit ad huiusmodi velle vel nolle, quia secundum illam 
ago, ut notum est, et illa est illa sine qua voluntas non potest agere. 

[8] 3° arguit idem pater sic: determinatum et indeterminatum passi- 
ve repugnant in eodem effectu, igitur indeterminatum et determinatum 
active repugnant in causis, nec possunt concurrere. Antecedens patet. 
Consequentia declaratur, quia effectus est in potentia talis, quare agens 
in actu etc. 

[9—8] Ad istud clare patet quod sicut determinatum et indetermina- 
tum repugnant in eodem effectu, non in diversis, ita in eadem causa 
respectu eiusdem effectus, non tamen in duabus causis, ut patet. Quare 
rationes iste non convincunt pro illa conclusione nec contra me. |P 216r] 

[10] Contra eandem conclusionem arguebat sic in primo principio: 
actus nostri sunt eque liberi sicut si a solis causis liberis causarentur; 
sed non essent equi liberi si ab aliqua causa naturali; igitur sunt a solis 
causis liberis. Probavit reverendus pater maiorem probatione que 
posset fore ratio principalis: quia eque imputantur scienti et ignoranti, 
ymo magis, quod non esset si a scientia causarentur, quia si ab omnibus 
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causis naturalibus fierent, omnino non essent imputandi, igitur si ab 
aliquibus, minus sunt imputandi. 

[11-10] Ad hoc multa fuerunt dicta in secundo principio meo. 
Dixi inter alia quod actus nostri sunt eque liberi et eque possunt non 
produci si a 100 causis naturalibus et una libera producerentur, dum- 
modo ille naturales in nullo faciant illam liberam naturaliter agere sicut 
si a 100 solis liberis causarentur. 

[12—11] Non improbat, sed dicit quod sequitur: eque sunt liberi sicut 
si a solis liberis causis essent, igitur sunt a solis liberis. 

[13—12] Consequentia hec manifeste neganda, nec plus concedenda 
quam ista: equi liberi sunt si a 100 naturalibus et una libera sicut si a 
100 liberis, igitur sunt a 100 liberis. Nec aliud dicit ad hoc. Quocirca 
stat solutio. 

[14] Ulterius, cum dicebat iste pater quod actus nostri eque impu- 
tantur scienti et ignoranti etc., dicte fuerunt tres propositiones: quod 
aliqua notitia causat maiorem imputabilitatem, aliqua minorem, aliqua 
est neutra. Nec ex prima parte ipse habet intentum, quia licet notitia 
aliqua causet maiorem imputabilitatem, hoc non est in opere ab ipsa 
producto, sed potius contra ipsam, sicut servus etc. Nam tale opus eo 
quod fit contra scientiam fit magis a voluntate et imputabilius, ideo ni- 
chil omnino ad propositum suum. Nam concedo sibi illam notitiam non 
esse causam talis operis etc. 

[15] Cum ulterius dicit quod notitia delectabilis aggravat peccatum, 
non probat. Et etiam cum hoc stat quod aliqua alleviat, puta illa que 
includitur in temptatione sine qua temptatio non esset temptatio, qualis 
est, secundum ipsum, notitia experimentalis obiecti. 

[16] Cum iterum 3? in ista materia dicit quod nichil est tantum impu- 
tandum alicui quod fit aliqualiter a causa naturali sicut si fieret omnimo- 
de de causa libera, hic respondendo dixi quod quamvis actus voluntatis 
fiant a causis naturalibus, ex quo tamen non faciunt ipsam voluntatem 
agere aliqualiter naturaliter, in nullo sunt minus imputabiles. 

[17—16] Contra hoc: voluntas non facit quod cause naturales minus 
naturaliter agant quam si sine voluntate agerent, et si sine voluntate 
agerent, non imputarentur. Igitur nunc non facit quod magis imputen- 
tur. 

[1817] Dico primo, cum dicitur quod “voluntas non facit quod cause 
naturales" etc., verum est, tamen bene facit quod effectus minus natu- 
520 sunt] sicut add. P 
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raliter fiat, ymo quod simpliciter libere fiat, quia ipsum libere facit. 

[19] Cum vero dicit quod si fierent a solis naturalibus causis, non im- 
putarentur, verum est illis causis, igitur nunc non facit quod imputentur 
illis causis, quamvis bene faciat quod imputentur sibi, quare huiusmodi 
dicta non videntur ad propositum. 

20] 2" argumentum quod faciebat iste pater a principio est: nullo 
naturali efficace concurrente potest voluntas effectum suum ponere etc. 
21—20] Respondi: replicatio nulla, nam hec consequentia nichil va- 
let: ‘Datis duabus propositionibus a me vel ab ipso, iste non sunt de 
contingenti ad utrumlibet, igitur nichil contingit ad utrumlibet’. 

22] In replicatione ad aliud dictum, cum dixi rationem istam con- 
cludere maius inconveniens contra ipsum, concedit formam rationis vel 
rationem de forma non valere. Non enim est cura quantum ad formam 
rationis sive notitia sit causa efficiens sive materialis, nam possem ita 
bene dicere: nullo materiali concurrente etc., notum est. 

[23] Replicationes vero ad solutionem tertie rationis non impugnant. 
Quod enim sit Deus agens illimitatum vel limitatum non tollit quin ratio 
sua patiatur instantiam. Ulterior replicatio ipso confitente non nocet. 

Hoc contra illum patrem. 


«Quinta conclusio: primus parens tantum demeruisset volendo gustare 
de ligno vetito et prohibitus non gustanto quantum demeruit in 
volendo gustare et simul cum hoc gustando> 


[1] Quinta et ultima conclusio ad propositam questionem, ubi aliquid 
dicatur contra Carmelitam, et illud ponetur cum quarta huius de 
libertate, ut patet, est ista: quod primus parens tantum demeruisset 
volendo gustare de ligno vetito et prohibitus non gustando quantum 
demeruit in volendo gustare et simul cum hoc gustando. 

[2] Ista conclusio probata fuit alias virtualiter, ponendo quod actus 
exterior nichil addit. 


«Iohannes de Pontecrucis> 


[3] Contra istam conclusionem arguit magister meus magister Jo- 
hannes de Pontecrucis triplici medio. 
[4] Primo quia finis in mortalibus est peior his que sunt ad finem; 
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modo actus exterior est finis; igitur. 

[5—4] Ad istam rationem aliqua dixi in secundo principio meo, 
de quibus duo recitat, quarum primum interimit maiorem suam, secun- 
dum vero interimit minorem. Primum est quod mors eterna est finis 
culpe mortalis, ut dicebatur, per Apostolum. Eo enim dicitur ‘mortale’ 
quia ducit ad mortem, iuxta illud: Peccatum, cum consummatum fuerit, 
generat mortem. 

[6—5] Ad istud dicit iste magister aliqua. Primo quod Aristoteles 
comparat finem in moralibus quo ad bonitatem et malitiam ad principia 
in speculabilibus quo ad magis notum et minus notum, ut allegat 2? 
Physicorum. 

[7—6] Hic dicitur quod Aristoteles intendit quod sicut principia sunt 
causa assentiendi conclusionibus in speculativis, ita in moralibus finis 
est ratio appetendi ea que sunt ad finem, sive in bonis sive in malis, 
ex quo propositum. Nam quia finis est causa appetendi ea que sunt ad 
ipsum, oportet quod sit bonum vel apparens bonum, et magis bonum 
vel apparens bonum quam id est quod est ad finem. Et ratio imper- 
tinens est huic. [P 216v] In moralibus tamen, quia est passio, dicitur 
sibi quod non solum est passio, ymo est aggregatum ex carentia visionis 
divine ex obstinatione, pena sensus, et aliis miseriis dampnatorum, si- 
cut per oppositum "beatitudo est status omnium bonorum aggregatione 
perfectus" Et supposito quod esset passio precise et extra viam et non 
intenderetur, sicut nec de facto intenditur a peccante, hec non obstant 
quin sit finis peccati, quia quamvis agens particulare talem finem non 
intendat per operationem suam, agens universale, quod est Deus, ipsum 
peccatum ad talem ordinat et per talem finem ipsum reordinat ut fiat 
malum ad bonum, et per bonum iniustum ad iustum, et per iustum in 
finem ultimum reducatur, ac per hoc debite sit. 

[8|] Ex his patet quod illa maior fuit debite interempta: ‘Finis in mor- 
talibus’ etc. Nam si debuistis concludere contra me, debuistis illam 
intelligere universaliter, et ad ipsam sic universaliter intellectam sufficit 
instare in aliqua particulari, quod et factum est. 

[9] 2? dicebam interimendo minorem quod actus interior, cum sit vita- 
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lis, deberet magis finis exterioris. ^Modo in omni natura quod deterius 
est" etc. 

[109] Quantum ad primum, queritur quid intelligo per actum vita- 
lem. Vel quia habet vitam etc. 

[11—10] Primo, si ista divisio esset sufficiens, vel nullus actus esset vi- 
talis, quod non diceretis; vel opera extrinseca quelibet humana et non 
solum operationes essent vitales, puta domus et non solum domificatio, 
quia est ab habente vitam. Quocirca dico quod per actum vitalem in- 
telligo qui est ab habente inquantum habens vitam, vel proprius qui est 
ab habente vitam vitaliter sic quod implicat fieri a non habente vitam. 
Sic non est de multis extrinsecis actibus, quamvis sic sit de omnibus 
interioribus elicitis. 

[12] Cum vero ulterius dicitis ves habere propositum quod “deterius 
est gratia melioris," ad verba vaditis. Constat enim Aristotelem cum 
illam propositionem posuit minus proprie fuisse locutum. Sicut qui di- 
ceret: ‘Vinum rubeum est magis rubeum albo’, ita diceretur: ‘Malum 
peius bono’, et econverso: ‘Bonum melius malo’, cum semper compara- 
tivus presupponat positivum. Et ideo si diceretur: ‘Deterius est gratia 
melioris’, ergo deterius est bonum, alias nichil foret melius ipso. Id- 
circo — et clarum est — intelligit Aristoteles ‘deterius, id est, minus 
bonum’. Et si actus exterior est minus bonus, nichil habetur contra me. 

[13] 2* ratio fuit: illud quod fit a peiori causa etc. 

[14-413] Hic aliqua dicta fuerunt, sed sicut in precedenti ratione ipse 
solum repetit ubi potest melius cavillare. 

[15] Primum dicebam quod ceteris paribus melior equalem actum ma- 
Ium faciens gravius peccat, id est, faciens actum equalem, quamvis non 
equaliter malum — quia alias, subducta maiori bonitate persone, foret 
equaliter malus — gravius peccat. Nec istud implicat. 

16] 2? dicit quod perditio gratie non est causa gravitatis peccati, quia 
tanquam pena etc. 

17—16] Istud est omnino impertinens, nam quamvis sic esset, tamen 
maioritas gratie precedens peccatum aggravat ipsum. 

18] 3? probabat dictam conclusionem: quia actus plus nocet. 
19-418] Dicit iste pater me respondisse quod verum est per acci- 
dens. Et amore sui capio istam responsionem et expono sic: actus plus 
habet de nocumento, etiam malitia, que non est malitia culpe, sed est 
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malum nature et pene, ut homicidium, vel fortune, ut furtum et similia. 
Unde ultra illud malum et nocumentum quod habet actus interior sibi 
correspondens et a quo denominative iste actus exterior dicitur culpa- 
bilis, non habet aliquam malitiam culpe, sed pene. Et quia illa malitia 
est impertinens, ideo dixi ‘per accidens’, vel dicere potui. 

[20] Et sic patet istas tres rationes conclusionem meam nullatenus 
veraciter impugnare. Nec illa conclusio est heresis Abalardi, nec contra 
Magistrum, libro 2°, distinctione 5%, nec contra beatum Augustinum, 13 
De Trinitate, capitulo 5?, ut patet. 

[21] Solutiones ad rationes vestras impugnare non possum, quia nec 
rationem habeo nec vidi. Credo quod istud sufficiet propter brevitatem. 


[22] Ad questionem per tertiam conclusionem huius in forma propria 
respondetur. 
[23] Ad argumenta satis patet. 


651 quo coni.] qua P 655 nec!] contra add. sed del. P 


655-657 nec! — patet: PETRUS LOMBARDUS, Sententiae in IV libris distinctae II, 
d. 5, cc. 5-6, ed. BRADY, pp. 353.8-354.13; AUGUSTINUS, De Trinitate XIII, c. 
5, n. 8, ed. W.J. MouNTAIN (CCSL 50A), Turnhout 1968, pp. 391-393, sed cf. 
PETRUS LOMBARDUS, Sententiae in IV libris distinctae II, dd. 40-42, ed. BRADY, 
pp. 556-572. AUGUSTINUS, De civitate Dei XIII, c. 5, ed. B. DOMBART, A. KALB 
(CCSL 48), pp. 388-391. 


Verbum Domini super Iohannem: 
John Brammart on the Word of 
God in the Beatific Vision* 


Alexandra Anisie 
(Babes-Bolyai University) 


This paper has two aims: (1) to highlight some of the particularities of 
a LR century Carmelite's principium and (2) to contribute to a better 
understanding of the discussions on beatific cognition in the second half 
of the 14*^ century. John Brammart’s principium lacks the exchange 
of arguments and counterarguments between the author and his fellow 
bachelors we typically see in this kind of text — as the Carmelite bach- 
elor, he was the first to speak in the debates opening the lecture to each 
book of the Sentences, so in his first principium he could not respond 
to the arguments of his fellow bachelors. However, I will show that, un- 
derneath the schematic presentation of his own theses and corollaria, we 
can uncover an animated debate in which our Carmelite engages some 
of his predecessors. This debate gives us valuable information about the 
theories on beatific cognition that circulated in the second half of the 
14*^ century (after the constitution Benedictus Deus). Specifically, this 
paper will show that, in spite of the doctrinal guidelines of Benedictus 


A My work on this paper (which underwent several revisions over a longer period 


of time) benefited from financial support from the project *Young successful 
researchers — professional development in an international and interdisciplinary 
environment" (POSDRU/159/1.5/8/132400), financed by the Sectorial Opera- 
tional Program for Human Resources Development 2007-2013, co-financed by 
the European Social Fund, and from the Research Council — Flanders (FWO 
GOD1318N). The DEBATE-ERC n° 771589 project helped me get access to the 
manuscripts. I am greateful to Monica Brinzei, Russell Friedman and William 
Duba for their help in improving the paper. 
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Deus, the discussions on mediating species in the beatific vision contin- 
ued, and the idea that beatific vision was not incompatible with species 
or other forms of mediation had its supporters, Brammart being one of 
them. 


Introduction 


Originally from Aachen, John Brammart! studied in Cologne at the 
Studium generale of the Carmelite Order, before being sent to Paris 
to continue his training in theology. The Carmelite Chapter General 
meeting on 29 May 1379 assigned Brammart to lecture on the Sentences 
at Paris in 1380-1381.? Soon the Papal Schism let to a split among the 
friars of the Carmelite convent at Paris along regional lines: the French 
Carmelites, who dominated the Paris convent, allied with Clement VII in 
Avignon and eventually forced the German friars, who supported Urban 
IV in Rome, to depart. The bachelors who had not finished their the- 
ological training in Paris, including John Brammart, went to Bologna, 
which became the new academic center of the Urbanist Carmelites. The 
sources do not specify precisely when the individual Urbanists left, so 
is not clear when Brammart moved to Bologna. The Urbanist Chapter 
General of the spring of 1381 assigned others to lecture on the Sentences 
at Bologna in 1381-1382, 1382-1383, and 1383-1384,* and in 1383 Bram- 
mart is already called baccalaureus formatus theologie Parisiensis, so it 
appears that he was able to complete his lectures before leaving Paris.? 
A sixteenth-century source, Trimethius, asserts that Brammart finished 
his Parisian lectures in 1380, but since 1381 did not begin in Paris un- 
til 14 April, the date of Easter that year, it is possible that Trimethius 
found this information in colophon of a lost manuscript of book I, the lec- 
tures on which Brammart completed well before that date. On 1 August 


: The most extensive work on the philosophical doctrine of Brammart was pub- 


lished by B.M. XIBERTA Y ROQUETA, De scriptoribus scholasticis saeculi XIV 
ez ordine Carmelitarum (Bibliothéque de la Revue d'Histoire Ecclésiastique, 6), 
Louvain 1931, pp. 414—452 and relevant biographical information can be found 
in F.-B. LICKTEIG, The German Carmelites at the Medieval Universities, Roma 
1981, pp. 148-150, 170-173, 184, 228. 

LICKTEIG, The German Carmelites, p. 229. 

Acta Capitulorum Generalium Ordinis Fratrum B.V. Mariae de Monte Carmelo, 
ed. G. WESSELS, Roma 1912, vol. I, p. 79. 

Acta Capitulorum Generalium, ed. WESSELS, vol. I, p. 89. 

I am grateful to William Duba for pointing this out to me, as well as for helping 
me interpret the information provided by Trithemius (see below). 
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1384 he is already referred to as a master of theology, having incepted 
at Bologna, since the register of the University of Bologna names him as 
one of the masters who received their doctorates and their magisterial 
insignia from that university.$ From 1384 to 1404, Brammart served 
as a provincial superior of the Lower German Province.’ He was also 
regent master at the Studium Generale in Cologne before participating 
in the founding of the University of Cologne in 1388, where he became 
one of its first masters of theology.? 

The only parts of his commentary on the Sentences that survive are 
books I and IV.? Of Brammart's principia, only the first one survives. He 
also wrote a number of sermons and theological questions. Nothing 
of his work was ever edited, except for a few passages discussed and 
transcribed by Xiberta.!l 

In the manuscripts that transmit Brammart’s book L,!? the division 
into sermo, quaestio collativa, and prologus is not clearly marked, but 
can be determined by identifying the structural elements unique to each: 
the sermo begins with a Biblical passage including a heraldic pun on the 
author's name,? and the quaestio collativa that follows takes up the 
topics discussed in the sermo. 


8 F. EHRLE, / pit antichi statuti della facoltà teologica dell'Università di Bologna, 
Bologna 1932, p. 106; XIBERTA, De scriptoribus scholasticis saeculi XIV, 
pp. 415-416; LickTEIG, The German Carmelites, pp. 148-150, who explains 
why he is also called a master of Paris despite his inception at Bologna. 
LICKTEIG, The German Carmelites, pp. 171, 229. 

LICKTEIG, The German Carmelites, p. 224. 

F. STEGMÜLLER, Repertorium commentariorum in Sententias Petri Lombardi, 
ed. Würzburg 1947, vol. 1, no. 409, pp. 196-197. 

LICKTEIG, The German Carmelites, p. 230. 

XIBERTA, De scriptoribus scholasticis saeculi XIV, pp. 431—451. 

Brammart's principium is preserved in four manuscripts: Kassel, Universitáts- 
bibliothek Kassel — Landesbibliothek und Murhardsche Bibliothek der Stadt 
Kassel, 2? Ms. theol. 16, ff. 2r-9r (K); Wertheim, Kirchenbibliothek Wertheim, 
Nr. 608, ff. är Or (W), Wilhering, Stiftsbibliothek Wilhering, Cod. 87, ff. lra—7rb 
(L); Firenze, Biblioteca nazionale centrale, II. II. 281, ff. 51ra-55vb. All four ma- 
nuscripts contain both the sermo and the quaestio collativa. The Latin text of 
the quotations used in this paper has been established from the first three ma- 
nuscripts (K, W, L). The readings were chosen following a two-against-one rule. 
In the few cases in which I chose a reading given by only one manuscript I also 
mention the other reading in parentheses. All references will be to the Wertheim 
manuscript. 

U. ZAHND, “Heraldic Puns in Medieval Principia,” https://puns.zahnd.be/ (last 
accessed 23 March 2021); D. TRAPP, *Augustinian Theology of the 14th Cen- 
tury: Notes on Editions, Marginalia, Opinions and Booklore," in Augustiniana 
6 (1956), pp. 146-274, at p. 269. 
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'The biblical passage chosen by Brammart is Verbum Domini super 
lohannem — a part of a verse from Luke 3, 2: Factum est Verbum Domini 
super lohannem, Zachariae filium, in deserto. The passage is not just 
a clin d'oeil to the name of the author but also alludes to two elements 
that will become important in the quaestio: the divine Word and the 
beatitude of John. The question Brammart treats focuses on the role of 
the divine Word in the beatific experience of the created intellect: Utrum 
Verbum idealis relucentiae a Patre fluens productive perfecte beatificet 
lohannem obiective. 

Typically, the quaestio collativa was an opportunity for the candi- 
date to attack the arguments brought by his colleagues (socii) in their 
quaestiones, and in the principia to the second, third and fourth book 
to respond to the attacks brought by the others to his own arguments. 
Brammart's question, however, makes no reference to the questions or 
topics discussed by any of this fellow candidates — as a Carmelite bach- 
elor, he was the first to give his principium, so he could not have known 
or attacked the views of the other bachelors.!4 


I. The Sermo 


The sermon is, as was customary, a praise of Peter Lombard and his 
Book of the Sentences. Brammart dedicates a significant part of his 
sermon to the person of Peter Lombard, not so much for his individual 
qualities, but, in association with the figure of John the Evangelist,!? as 
the receiver of the divine Word and a transmitter of divine wisdom. The 
Word of God as a vehicle of revelation is a central motif in the sermon, 
and the figure of John the Evangelist allows Brammart to establish a 
connection between the thema (Verbum Domini super Iohannem, Luc. 
3, 2) and his assigned topic — Peter Lombard and the book of the 
Sentences. 

There are three aspects related to the name of John that are impor- 
tant for Brammart: 1) he was the author of a text revealed by God, 


14 W.J. COURTENAY, “Theological Bachelors at Paris on the Eve of the Papal 


Schism: The Academic Environment of Peter of Candia,” in Philosophy and The- 
ology in the Long Middle Ages: A Tribute to Stephen F. Brown, ed. K. EMERY, 
R. FRIEDMAN, A. SPEER (Studien und Texte zur Geistesgeschichte des Mittel- 
alters, 105), Leiden 2011, pp. 921-952, at p. 925. See also W.J. COURTENAY, 
Changing Approaches to Fourteenth- Century Thought, Toronto 2007, pp. 28-38. 
See in Woller's paper in this volume an association of Peter Lombard with Evan- 
gelist Peter in the case of Peter Auriol. 
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which allows Brammart to bring together Peter Lombard and John the 
Evangelist as transmitters of the divine Word; 2) he had a vision of 
God, i.e. direct access to the divine mysteries; 3) he was the one who 
introduced the most important passage that mentions the divine Word 
as a vehicle of divine creation and as identical with the Son: In the be- 
ginning there was the Word and the Word was with God and the Word 
was God (John 1.1). The significance of this passage will become obvi- 
ous in the discussion of the quaestio collativa.!9 In addition to John the 
Evangelist, Brammart associates another biblical John with the figure 
of the Lombard — although he is less important than the first: John 
the Baptist, as the one who brought a remedy for the rupture between 
man and God caused by the Fall, is linked to the fourth book of the 
Sentences, which discusses the sacraments. 

Brammart's text follows the standard structure of a principial sermo. 

After quoting the thema and identifying its source, he begins by men- 
tioning that the same passage was the thema of his biblical principium: 


17 


Haec verba Lucae 3 scribuntur quae alias in principio Bibliae per 
me assumpta fuerant pro themate.!® 


He continues with the introduction of the thema, addressing it to the 
topic of his speech: the praise of Peter Lombard and of the Sentences. 
He brings in another biblical quotation, which also refers to the Word of 
God, this time from Ecclesiasticus 1.5: fons sapientiae, verbum Dei in 
excelsis.!? From the image of all things contained in the divine mind as 
ideal forms, Brammart then leads to God's creation of the world and of 
man and finally to a description and a praise of man's state in Paradise 


16 "This passage played an important part in the construction of Augustine's model 


of the human mind as an image of the trinity, and this model, in its turn, has a 
significant influence on medieval theories on concept formation, which come into 
play in Brammart's quaestio collativa. See R. FRIEDMAN, Intellectual Traditions 
at the Medieval University: The Use of Philosophical Psychology in Trinitar- 
ian Theology among the Franciscans and Dominicans, 1250-1350 (Studien und 
Texte zur Geistesgeschichte des Mittelalters, 108/1), Leiden 2013, vol. 1, pp. 1, 
28-32. 

BROWN, “Peter of Candia’s Sermons," p. 142. For the parts of an academic 
sermon, see S. WENZEL, Medieval Artes Praedicandi. A Synthesis of Scholas- 
tic Sermon Structure (Medieval Academy Books, 114), Toronto-Buffalo-London 
2015, pp. 47-86. 

IOHANNES BRAMMART, Principium I, Wertheim, Kirchenbibl. 608, f. 3ra. 

This was a standard way of introducing the thema: see WENZEL, Medieval Artes 
Praedicandi, p. 63: „If this introduction is a biblical quotation, it should share 
one word with the thema or at least agree with it in meaning.” 
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before the fall. T'his is followed by a lament of man's condition after the 
fall — a hopeless, confused and perpetual wandering in search of a truth 
he can never attain: 


Sed heu! *homo cum in honore esset non intellexit" [Ps. 49, 20] 
abiensque in regionem dissimilitudinis, regionem caecitatis et ig- 
norantiae, lucem quaerens in tenebris (...) quaestionibus infinitis 
se miscuit, ^semper discens et numquam ad veritatis agnitionem 
perveniens" [II Tim. 2, 7], immo plerumque, dum se super se 
extentus extollit, a gloria maiestatis quam temerarie scrutabatur 
oppressus est, et abeunte eo longe sapientia Dei extra se ipsum 
vanius efferebatur, intantum quod neque de quibus loquaeretur, 
neque de quibus affirmaret intelligeret.?? 


It is here that the figure of the Lombard comes into play: he is the 
one who, taking pity on the man wandering in darkness, wants to guide 
him towards salvation and towards the light of truth. The Lombard is 
described as *another John," who had access to the divine mysteries and 
to truths that are not of this world: 


Cui sic gemebundo vociferanti auctor ipse bonitatis superna car- 
itate devictus condoluit, volens ipsum dirigere ad salutis brav- 
ium, ut claris aspectibus lumen veritatis palam possit intueri. 
Catholicorum luciferum magistrum Petrum Lombardum, luce sapi- 
entiae seraphicae inflammatum, in acie Parisiensis Studii velut 
stellam praefulgidam caelitus emisit ut in quadripartito volumine 
Sententiarum lumen veritatis theologicae imaginis divinae reful- 
gentae populo Dei ministraret, qui, velud alter Iohannes volitans 
in altissima deitatis archana, aciem mentis ibi fixit et talentum 
inde extraxit quod in terra non fodit.?! 


Brammart emphasizes the importance of praising the Lombard's work 
publicly and points out that his work would command the respect of 
the ancient natural philosophers, and even of Aristotle. There follows 
a comparison between Aristotle and the Lombard, which is linked to 
the fourfold division of the Sentences: Brammart selects the articles of 
faith upheld by the Lombard in each book that contradict the princi- 
ples of Aristotelian natural philosophy, presenting them in parallel, to 
underline the superiority of what the Lombard showed to be true (osten- 
dit) as opposed to what Aristotle merely stated (dixit). The opposition 
ostendit — dixit is present throughout the comparison, for example: 


20 
21 


IOHANNES BRAMMART, Principium I, Wertheim, Kirchenbibl. 608, f. 3ra. 
JOHANNES BRAMMART, Principium I, Wertheim, Kirchenbibl. 608, f. 3rb. 
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Ille dixit accidentis esse inesse subiecto, 
iste ostendit oppositum in eucharistia de facto; 
ille docuit idem corpus non posse occupare diversum locum, 
iste ostendit idem corpus in diversis altaribus esse totum; 
ille dixit quod de privatione sit impossibilis regressio, 
iste ostendit quod universalis erit mortuorum resurrectio, 


et hoc in quarta parte huius operis.?? 


These kinds of rhymed divisions were a common feature of the introduc- 
tory sermons to Sentences commentaries and of scholastic sermons in 
general?? Brammart’s argument is that Aristotle is limited by his own 
reason, by his focus on insignificant terrestrial matters, while the Lom- 
bard had access to the eternal, infinite, celestial realities. A comparison 
between the Lombard and John the Evangelist as the one who saw the 
Word of God brings us back to the thema: 


Sic igitur Aristoteles pusilla vidit in hoc saeculo, 
iste incomprehensibilia vidit in aeterno speculo, 
(...) ille in terris ambulavit, 
iste in caeli archanis militavit, 


ubi more Iohannis oculis acquilinis solem iustitiae irreverberabiliter 
intuebatur in rota, et acie mentis acutissima vidit in principio ver- 
bum per quod facta sunt omnia, verbum ineffabile et salvificum, 
Verbum Domini super Iohannem factum, ubi thema.?4 


After this bridge passage, he moves on to the division of the thema, 
linking each of the four books of Peter Lombard's Sentences with a word 


22 
23 


IOHANNES BRAMMART, Principium I, Wertheim, Kirchenbibl. 608, f. 3rb-3va. 
S. Brown underlines the similarities between Peter of Candia's rhymed divisions 
and those of John de Ripa; A. Combes, in his introduction to Ripa’s Lectura super 
primum Sententiarum, outlines the evolution of these features from Peter Auriol, 
through Alphonsus Vargas, to Ascensius of Saint Colombe and Ripa. But Bram- 
mart's rhymes do not display the same degree of stylistic virtuosity as those of 
Candia or Ripa, and neither does he use the same kind of leonine rhymes, which, 
as Combes and Brown show, were common in the sermons of the abovementioned 
authors. See BROWN, “Peter of Candia’s Sermons,” pp. 143-144; IOHANNES 
DE RIPA, Lectura super primum, ed. COMBES, pp. XX-XXIV. For more exam- 
ples of “philosophical stanzas” in principial sermons from the second half of the 
LU century, see the Debate Project website, https://debate-erc.com/rhyming- 
philosophical-stanzas/ (last accessed 07 April 2020). 


? ^ TOHANNES BRAMMART, Principium I, Wertheim, Kirchenbibl. 608, f. 3va. 
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from the biblical passage. This kind of divisio thematis, connecting the 
words of the biblical passage with the books of Lombard's Sentences, 
was also a standard feature of principial sermons.?? 


In quo themate quaeso conspicite qualiter magister Petrus ex Lum- 
bardorum genere in suo quadripartito Sententiarum volumine declarat 
et explicat: 


divini misterii almificam naturam, grato cum eloquio per verbum 
in primo; 

mundani exordii mirificam facturam, lato sub imperio domini in 
secundo; 

humani consortii deificam iuncturam, alto cum connubio super in 
tertio; 

prophani flagitii damnificam fracturam, lato cum remedio Iohan- 
nem in quarto.?8 


'The division is followed, as was customary, by a confirmatio, in which 
each member of the division is backed by a scriptural passage. Bram- 
mart gives a total of two such divisiones thematis, each followed by a 
confirmatio." 


Primum probat mirum fastigium latentis misterii explicatum cer- 
tius per Verbum in primo, ob hoc Luc. 8 [Luc. 4, 22] scribitur 
quod “mirabantur omnes in Verbis quae procedebant de ore eius;" 
propter quod “transeamus usque" in primum librum et “videamus 
hoc verbum quod factum est” a magistro Petro “et ostendit nobis,” 
Luc. 2 [Luc. 2, 15-16]. 


Secundum probat orbis exordium clarentis vestigii procreatum verius 
per Dominum in secundo, ob hoc Ps. 32 [Ps. 32, 6] scribitur 
"Verbo Domini caeli firmati sunt” et ideo ipse est “Deus caelorum, 
creator aquarum, et dominus totius terrae," Iudith 9 [Iudith 9, 
lab 


The scriptural passages also reflect the motifs in the thema: three of 
these passages (out of seven) are from John's Gospel, two are about 
John the Baptist, and five of them mention the divine Word. 

As in Candia's and Ripa's sermons, after the division that presents 
the structure of the four books of the Sentences comes a second rhymed 
division, which describes the main parts of the first book: 


BROWN, “Peter of Candia’s Sermons," pp. 144, 160; IOHANNES DE RIPA, Lectura 
super primum, ed. COMBES, pp. 4-5. 

JOHANNES BRAMMART, Principium I, Wertheim, Kirchenbibl. 608, f. 3va. 

This was not unusual — see BROWN, “Peter of Candia's Sermons,” pp. 160-161. 
JOHANNES BRAMMART, Principium I, Wertheim, Kirchenbibl. 608, f. 3va. 
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(...) doctor peritissimus magister Petrus Lombardus, partem ve- 
ritatis clare delucidans, 

et primo, fruitionis speciem solius deitatis declarando nobiliter — 
distinctione prima ; 

secundo, triplicationis seriem unius entitatis indagando subtiliter — 
a distinctione 2 usque ad 19 ; 


tertio, eternitatis requiem totius trinitatis asserendo fideliter — a 
dictinctione 19 usque ad 25; 


quarto, praedestinationis ordinem nostrae humanitatis perquirendo 
sagaciter — a distinctione 25 usque ad finem libri.?? 


Brammart gives a total of three divisiones thematis of the first book, 
which was not uncommon. What is unusual is the fact that, after the 
first divisio, Brammart introduces what sounds like a closing passage: 


Hec enim omnia liber vitae, I videlicet Sententiarum, continet et 
testamentum altissimi, et agnitio veritatis, propter quod beatus 
qui custodierit verba libri huius, Apoc. ultimo, cuius beatitudinis 
nos participes efficiat in gloria perhenni, qui verbum suum rev- 
elavit Petro et Iohanni.(Amen add. L)?? 


Such a passage usually had the role of bringing the whole sermon to- 
gether by linking the first book of the Sentences with the motifs of the 
thema, and one would expect it to be placed at the end of the sermon. 
However, in Brammart's text, it is followed by two more divisions of the 
first book.?! 

'The sermon ends rather abruptly after the third divisio, with a short 
sentence introducing the next part of the principium, the quaestio colla- 
tiva: 


Iuxta igitur thema collationis sit iste titulus quaestionis, videlicet: 
utrum verbum idealis relucentiae a Patre fluens productive per- 
fecte beatificet Iohannem obiective.?? 


29 
30 
31 


IOHANNES BRAMMART, Principium I, Wertheim, Kirchenbibl. 608, f. 4ra. 
IOHANNES BRAMMART, Principium I, Wertheim, Kirchenbibl. 608, f. 4ra. 

'This is the case in three of the four manuscripts. Wilhering (L) is an exception: 
in this manuscript, the sermon ends after what I interpret to be the closing 
passage — it does not contain the last two divisiones. It is likely that the scribe 
who copied this manuscript also interpreted this passage to be a closing one, 
which is why he writes ‘amen’ at the end of it, something none of the other 
manuscripts do. 


3? TOHANNES BRAMMART, Principium I, Wertheim, Kirchenbibl. 608, f. 4ra. 
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II. The Quaestio collativa 


The question centers on the beatific vision and is structured as a dec- 
laratio terminorum: Brammart divides the title of the question (Utrum 
Verbum. idealis relucentiae a Patre fluens productive perfecte beatificet 
Iohannem obiective) into four parts, and each part provides him with 
the opportunity to discuss a topic relevant for or connected to the issue 
of the beatific vision: verbum — the psychology of mental words; ide- 
alis relucentia — the knowledge of created things by the divine mind; 
a patre fluens productive — the divine Word in the context of the in- 
tra-trinitarian relations involving the Father and the Son; perfecte be- 
atificet Iohannem obiective — the intellect and the will in the beatific 
vision. He develops each topic by formulating a number of theses (con- 
clusiones) in relation to each term.?? 

In the entire question he makes no reference to any socius. The direct 
references are usually to the Church Fathers and Aristotle. Out of the 
thirty explicit citations, seventeen are to Augustine, and most of the 
rest are to Anselm, Aristotle, and Dionysius. There is one reference to 
each Grosseteste, Boethius, and a Gregorius, who might be Gregory of 
Rimini. 

'The presentation of the arguments is very concise, and à good knowl- 
edge of the sources of these arguments and of their context is necessary 
in order to understand the points that Brammart is trying to make. 
Also, the connections between the problems he treats, not only among 
different conclusions, but also between the corollaries of the same con- 
clusion, are not always easy to see. This may be because Brammart 
was addressing an audience that was very familiar with the topic he 
was discussing and would have recognized the concepts and opinions he 
was referring to, but also because what we have here is only the initial 
statement of his position, one that would be elaborated and explained 


33 In the Kassel manuscript, the first two conclusiones are preceded by questions 


(acually, by the same conclusiones formulated as questions). But after the first 
two, the manuscript stops listing the questions. The Wertheim manuscript only 
gives the conclusiones in the text of the manuscript, but at the beginning of 
the manuscript we find a list of the questions corresponding to the conclusiones 
(XIBERTA, De scriptoribus scholasticis saeculi XIV, pp. 420-421. The Wertheim 
manuscript lists them as articles, while the Wilhering manuscript, according 
to Xiberta, lists them as quaestiones particulares, although — at least for the 
quaestio collativa — most of the quaestiones particulares given by Xiberta from 
the Wilhering manuscript do not correspond to the list given in Wertheim and 
to the structure of the text from both Wertheim and Kassel. 
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in the course of the debate with his socii. But, since Brammart, as a 
Carmelite, was the first to speak, he would only have the opportunity to 
respond to his colleagues in the principium of the second book, which 
does not survive. 

In this paper I will only discuss the first part of the question, con- 
structed around the term ‘word’ (verbum), in which Brammart focuses 
on the role of species and concepts in explaining the cognition of God 
in the beatific vision. His most important sources in this part of the 
question are John Duns Scotus, William of Ockham, Gregory of Rimini, 
John of Ripa and Francis of Marchia, none of whom are named. 


Introduction: the Word and the Beatific Vision 
The Word 


The first part of Brammart’s quaestio collativa is divided in two sec- 
tions, corresponding to two meanings of the term “word”: (1) Accord- 
ing to the more specific meaning, the word is understood as intelligible 
species, based on a passage in De Trinitate VIII where Augustine refers 
to the image in the memory as a “word”.*4 (2) According to the second 
meaning, the word is taken as an act of understanding, the source being 
Augustine's description of the inner word from De Trinitate V.9? 
Brammart structures his discussion against the background of the psy- 
chological model by means of which Augustine explains the structure of 
the Trinity in his De Trinitate XV. 'l'his model played an important 
part in development of late-thirteenth and fourteenth-century theories 


34 AUGUSTINUS, De Trinitate, VIII, 6 n. 9, ed. W.J. MOUNTAIN, F. GLORIE 


(Corpus Christianorum Series Latina, 50), Turnhout 1968, p. 281, ll. 68-77: “Et 
Carthaginem quidem cum eloqui volo, apud me ipsum quaero ut eloquar, et 
apud me ipsum invenio phantasiam Carthaginis; sed eam per corpus accepi, id 
est per corporis sensum, quoniam praesens in ea corpore fui et eam vidi atque 
sensi, memoriaque retinui, ut apud me invenirem de illa verbum, cum eam vellem 
dicere. Ipsa enim phantasia eius in memoria mea verbum eius, non sonus iste 
trisyllabus cum Carthago nominatur, vel etiam tacite nomen ipsum per spatia 
temporum cogitatur; sed illud quod in animo meo cerno, cum hoc trisyllabum 
voce profero, vel antequam proferam." 

5» AUGUSTINUS, De Trinitate, XV, c. 10, n. 19, p. 486, 1L.73-79: "Necesse est 
enim cum verum loquimur, id est, quod scimus loquimur, ex ipsa scientia quam 
memoria tenemus, nascatur verbum quod eiusmodi sit omnino, cuiusmodi est 
illa scientia de qua nascitur. Formata quippe cogitatio ab ea re quam scimus, 
verbum est quod in corde dicimus (...).” 
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of concept formation,?Ó and it is a key element in understanding Bram- 
mart’s discussion of cognition in general and of beatific vision in partic- 
ular. Specifically, in De Trinitate XV, Augustine develops a model of 
human psychology to illustrate the idea that the human soul, and most 
of all its superior, rational part, reflects the structure of the Trinity. In 
the case relevant here, the process whereby Son is born as a Word from 
the Father's knowledge reflects the human mind's generation of the inner 
word or mental word, a pre-linguistic form of thought, from knowledge 
stored in our intellectual memory. Unlike the contents of memory, which 
are described by Augustine as ^hidden" or unformed knowledge (knowl- 
edge that we possess but are not actively thinking), the mental word 
is described as formed knowledge or active thought. The inner word is 
the exact likeness of the memory content, the only difference being that 
the word is formed — just like the Son is of the same essence as the 
Father, the only difference being that the Son is generated. The biblical 
authority behind this model is the opening passage of John's Gospel: In 
the beginning there was the Word and the Word was with God and the 
Word was God (John 1, 1).?7 

Aquinas’s efforts to integrate Augustine's model into the Aristotelian 
psychological framework eventually lead him to the following description 
of the process of concept formation: after the information of the possible 
intellect by an intelligible species, a cognitive act occurs, the product of 
which is what Aquinas calls conceptio — a concept or a pre-linguistic 
mental word, which, as in Augustine's model, is expressed by the exterior 
(spoken) word. If the concept produced by the possible intellect's act 
corresponds to Augustine's inner word, the possible intellect informed by 
the intelligible species corresponds to Augustine's intellectual memory. 
Aquinas stresses the difference between the intelligible species, which is 
the source of the possible intellect's act, and the word or concept, which 
is the term and product of that act 28 

Aquinas's synthesis played an important part in the development of 
late-thirteenth and early-fourteenth century theories of concept formation, 


36 My overview of the psychological model and its role in the development of con- 


cept formation theories is indebted to R. FRIEDMAN, Intellectual Traditions, 
pp. 28-43; R. FRIEDMAN, Medieval Trinitarian Thought from Aquinas to Ock- 
ham, Cambridge 2010, pp. 50-55, 75-93. 

FRIEDMAN, Intellectual Traditions, pp. 28-32, FRIEDMAN, Medieval Trinitarian 
Thought, pp. 52-55. 

FRIEDMAN, Intellectual Traditions, p. 41; FRIEDMAN, Medieval Trinitarian 
Thought, pp. 78-79. 
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as other philosophers defended, challenged or modified it. One of the 
most influential proponents of an alternative model was Duns Scotus.?? 
Aquinas's description of the process of concept formation is an 'act- 
object’ theory: the mental act is distinguished from the concept pro- 
duced by this act. Scotus rejected this model and proposed as an alter- 
native an ‘act’ theory, which identifies the mental concept or word with 
the intellectual act. One of Scotus’s main objections against Aquina’s 
model is that it makes the mental act a mediator between the knowl- 
edge in the memory and the mental word or concept, whereas Augustine 
said that the word is generated directly from the memory knowledge. 
In Scotus's view, this direct relation can only be maintained if the men- 
tal act itself is the concept. The ‘act’ theory was usually (though not 
always) adopted by the Franciscans, while Dominicans tended to prefer 
Aquinas's ‘act-object’ model.^! 

Returning to Brammart, as noted above, the term *word" can mean 
(1) intelligible species or (2) act of understanding, and these two senses 
single out different stages in the process of concept formation and thus 
different types of mental representation. The word as intelligible species 
is the species received by the possible intellect (identified by Aquinas 
with Augustine's intellectual memory).? The word as mental act is 
the knowledge generated from the possible intellect informed by the 


39 FRIEDMAN, Intellectual Traditions, pp. 41-42; FRIEDMAN, Medieval Trinitarian 
Thought, p. 80. 

On the distinction between ‘act’ and ‘act-object’ theories in late 13'^ and early 
14" centuries, see R.L. FRIEDMAN and J. PELLETIER. “Mental Words and Men- 
tal Language in the Later Middle Ages,” in Sourcebook for the History of the 
Philosophy of Mind. Philosophical Psychology from Plato to Kant, ed. S. KNu- 
UTTILA, I. SIHVOLA (Studies in the History of Philosophy of Mind, 12), Dordrecht 
2014, pp. 379-399, at p. 380. 

FRIEDMAN, Medieval Trinitarian Thought, pp. 81-82. 

In the passages from book VIII, on which Brammart bases his interpretation 
of the word as species (quoted above, n. 33), Augustine talks about the same 
“inner word” described in book XV — the pre-linguistic thought generated from 
the knowledge in the memory. However, in book VIII, Augustine does not yet 
distinguish very clearly between the contents of the memory (in this case, images 
of past experiences) and the word formed from those contents. The separation 
of the two becomes a lot more relevant when the relation of the memory to the 
word needs to be presented as a likeness of the relation between the Father and 
the Son. In the passage from book VIII, however, there is a certain level of 
confusion between the memory image and the word, which justifies Brammart’s 
association of the mental words with the intelligible species as conserved in the 
possible intellect, which acted as the memory of the intellectual part of the soul. 
Moreover, in an earlier stage of his attempt to find a place for the Augustinian 
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intelligible species (or, in Augustine's terms, from the contents of the 
intellectual memory). For Brammart, like for Scotus, this knowledge 
is not something distinct from the mental act itself. Indeed, Bram- 
mart not only adopts the Franciscan interpretation of the psychological 
model, but, in this whole discussion, he shows an obvious preference for 
Franciscan theologians as sources and dialogue partners. 

Brammart, therefore, discusses the beatific cognition of God from the 
perspective of the role played in this process by species and by concepts 
(or mental acts). In the first part, corresponding to the word as species, 
he discusses the nature of species and the role they play in different 
forms of cognition. He considers intellectual cognition in general, the 
cognition of immaterial things, and the beatific vision. In the second 
part, corresponding to the word as intellectual act, Brammart focuses 
on the process whereby the concept or mental act is generated from 
the intelligible species, on the definition of intuitive cognition, and on 
the relation between the divine Word (God's knowledge of Himself) and 
the word (mental act) by which the human intellect knows God in the 
beatific vision. Brammart argues that species do play a role in the 
cognition of material things — however, they are not necessary if the 
object is immaterial and therefore immediately knowable to the intellect. 
Therefore, beatific knowledge, the object of which is the immaterial 
divine essence, does not require species either. However, Brammart also 
argues intuitive cognition (and, by extension, beatific vision as well) is 
compatible with species. His aim is to show that beatific vision occurs 
by means of a created form inhering in the intellect. This form, however, 
is not a species, but a concept or intellectual act, which is itself a created 
representation of the object. 


The Beatific Vision 


The problem at the center of Brammart’s discussion is related to the 
manner in which the intellect of the blessed comes in contact with the 
divine essence in the beatific vision.^ It was generally accepted that 
beatific vision involved a direct, face-to-face cognition of God — but 


inner word in the Aristotelian psychological model, Aquinas also identifies the 
word with the intelligible species. See FRIEDMAN, Intellectual Traditions, p. 41. 
I will restrict my observations to beatific vision specifically, i.e. the cogni- 
tion of the divine essence by the blessed intellect. For a history of the prob- 
lem of beatific vision, see C. TROTTMANN, La vision béatifique: Des disputes 
scolastiques à sa définition par Benoît XII (Bibliothèque des écoles françaises 
d'Athènes et de Rome 289), Rome 1995. For an overview of beatific vision 
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how this “directness” was to be interpreted was dependent on the the- 
ories of cognition different theologians subscribed to and was a matter 
of debate. To simplify the picture, we can talk about two main direc- 
tions: some theologians believed that the divine essence could not be 
represented by any created likeness, and tried to explain the beatific 
cognition without involving any such representation, by arguing for a 
direct contact between the divine essence and the human intellect. This 
group included Thomas Aquinas and some of his followers, ^4 as well as 
some Franciscans who, following Scotus, defined intuitive cognition as 
incompatible with species. Others accepted that an “objective” (in- 
tentional) presence of God was sufficient to ensure the directness of the 
beatific vision — this meant that the divine essence could be present to 
the intellect as an object of cognition by means of a species, as long as 
the species itself was not an intermediary object, but played an instru- 
mental role, causing in the intellect an act of cognition directed at the 
divine essence. These theologians were also concerned with the fact that 
a direct contact between the finite human intellect and the infinite divine 
essence might be problematic to explain, so some kind of mediation was 


in the 13th century: W.O. DUBA, Seeing God: Theology, Beatitude and Cog- 
nition in the Thirteenth Century (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University 
of Iowa, 2006). For discussions on the beatific vision by 14°” century theolo- 
gians: C. TROTTMANN, « Vision béatifique et intuition d'un objet absent: Des 
sources franciscaines du nominalisme aux défenseurs scotistes de l'opinion de 
Jean XXII », in Studi Medievali 34/2 (1993), pp. 653-715; F. RUELLO, « Le 
probléme de la vision béatifique à l'Université de Paris vers le milieu du XIV? 
siècle », in Archives d'histoire doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen Age 47 (1980), 
pp. 121-170; W.O. DUBA, “Francesco di Marchia sulla conoscenza intuitiva me- 
diata e immediata (III Sent., q. 13)," in Picenum Seraphicum 22-23 (2003/04), 
pp. 121-157; W.O. DUBA, “Francis of Marchia on Christ's Cognition of the 
Word,” in Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale. Actes du XIe 
Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour 
l'Étude de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.LE.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, 
ed. M.C. PACHECO, J.F. MEIRINHOS (Rencontre de Philosophie Médiévale, 11), 
Turnhout 2006, vol. 3, pp. 1613-1624; W.O. DuBA, “The Beatific Vision in the 
Sentences Commentary of Gerald Odonis," in Vivarium 47 (2009), pp. 348-363; 
L.O. NIELSEN, “Parisian Discussions of the Beatific Vision after the Council 
Of Vienne: Thomas Wylton, Sibert of Beka, Peter Auriol, and Raymundus 
Bequini,” in Philosophical Debates at Paris im the Early Fourteenth Century 
(Studien und Texte zur Geistesgeschichte des Mittelalters, 102), Leyden 2009, 
pp. 179-209. 

TROTTMANN, La vision béatifique, pp. 313, 344—350. 

DUBA, “Francesco di Marchia sulla conoscenza intuitiva," pp. 123-124. 
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warranted. This was the position taken by those who opposed Aquinas, 
mostly Franciscans, but not exclusively.46 

An important landmark in this debate is the position of Thomas 
Aquinas, which I will summarize? and use as a reference point for high- 
lighting some of the developments that form the context of the debate 
Brammart is engaged in. For Aquinas, the divine essence cannot be 
represented by any likeness or species, because the dissimilarity between 
such a representation and the represented object would be too great. 
According to the Aristotelian model of cognition Aquinas subscribes to, 
the intellect, in order to fulfill its operation, must be perfected by a 
form that comes to inhere in it. In the normal course of cognition, this 
role belongs to the intelligible species abstracted from phantasms by 
the active intellect. In the case of an immaterial substance, however, 
the process of abstraction is not necessary: all separate substances can 
become united to the intellect and can therefore fulfill the role of the 
species themselves. The same goes for the divine essence in the beatific 
vision: it is both the cognized object and the form or species by means 
of which the intellect cognizes. The Blessed therefore know the divine 
essence in the same way in which God knows Himself. However, the 
human intellect does not comprehend the divine essence — it cannot 
cognize it to the degree to which it is cognizable. Therefore, even if 
the human intellect knows God in the same way in which God knows 
himself, it does not know him to the same degree. The human intel- 
lect, however, is not naturally capable of being informed by the divine 
essence: it has to be predisposed to this end by a supernatural element: 
this is the Light of Glory, a supernatural but created habit that fortifies 
and elevates the human intellect so that it becomes capable of receiving 
the divine essence as its form. In the beatific vision, the Light of Glory 
replaces the active intellect — however, its role is not that of making 
the object intelligible, but that of preparing the intellect for becoming 
united with an uncreated form.^? 


TROTTMANN, La vision béatifique, pp. 341-343; C. TROTTMANN, « La vision 
béatifique dans la seconde école franciscaine: de Matthieu d'Aquasparta à Duns 
Scot », in Collectanea Franciscana 64 (1994), pp. 121-180, at pp. 137-139. 
'This summary is based on Duba's treatment of Aquinas in DUBA, Seeing God: 
Theology, Beatitude and Cognition, pp. 123-166. 

^5  DuBa, Seeing God: Theology, Beatitude and Cognition, pp. 140-143, 149-150, 
152-155. 

TROTTMANN, La vision béatifique, pp. 314—316; DUBA, Seeing God: Theology, 
Beatitude and Cognition, pp. 124; 158-159. 
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Aquinas's theory contains all the basic themes that can help us recon- 
stitute the context of Brammart's debate. One of these themes involves 
the Light of Glory. Before the decision of the Council of Vienne (1312, 
promulgated in 1317), some theologians rejected the Light of Glory al- 
together, arguing that the human intellect does not require any special 
preparation for the beatific vision." Others accepted it, but disagreed 
as to the role it plays. Some regarded the Light of Glory as a kind of 
mediator, either acting alongside species,?! or identical with a species.?? 
'The Council of Vienne makes an important doctrinal decision establish- 
ing that no theologian could defend a position implying that the soul 
does not require the Light of Glory to see and enjoy God. The decision 
of the Council had an immediate impact on Parisian theological discus- 
sion, since theologians were faced with the necessity of finding a role 
for the Light of Glory in their accounts of beatific vision.?? One of the 
possibilities available to them was to identify it with a created likeness 
or species, and this may be one of the reasons why someone like Fran- 
cis of Marchia, writing (1319-1320) shortly after the Council of Vienne, 
argues the beatific vision is not incompatible with mediating species.?4 

Another problem that both Aquinas's opponents and some of his fol- 
lowers saw in his theory of the beatific vision was the thesis that the 
divine essence itself could be the form immediately responsible for the 
beatific vision, or the even more dubious idea that the divine essence 


For example, Peter John Olivi, John Duns Scotus, Durand of Saint-Pourçain. See 
TROTTMANN, La vision béatifique, pp. 368-370; DUBA, Seeing God: Theology, 
Beatitude and Cognition, p. 337. 

Mathew of Aquasparta, for example, refers to both the Light of Glory and to 
the species as media. The difference between them is that the Light of Glory, 
being indeterminate and indifferent, is, by itself, insufficient, while the species is 
capable of steering the intellect’s act towards a specific object. See TROTTMANN, 
« La vision béatifique dans la seconde école franciscaine », p. 139. 

William of Mare, who opposed Aquinas’ doctrine of beatific vision, argues that 
the Light of Glory, even as Aquinas describes it, is, in fact, a kind of created 
likeness or species of the uncreated light that is God himself (since it is capable 
of making the human intellect more like the divine intellect), and Dietrich of 
Freiberg identifies the Light of Glory with a species that actualizes the created 
intellect in the beatific vision. The followers of Aquinas, on the other hand, 
tried to point out that the Light of Glory was by no means a representation of 
the divine essence. See TROTTMANN, La vision béatifique, pp. 341—342, 334-335, 
349. 

NIELSEN, “Parisian Discussions of the Beatific Vision,” pp. 180-181. 

See DuBA, “Francis of Marchia on Christ’s Cognition of the Word,” p. 1619. 
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could inhere in the human intellect.” The theologians who found this 
view problematic usually agreed with the basic tenet of Aquinas's epis- 
temology — namely that a form had to inhere in the human intellect in 
order for an act of cognition to occur. However, they argued that this 
form could not be the divine essence: therefore, it had to be a created 
form, either a species or an act, the role of which was to perfect the 
human intellect. For Mathew of Aquasparta, for example, the divine 
essence is the object of the beatific vision, and it is present to the intel- 
lect intentionally (obiective), but it is not, itself, the form that perfects 
the intellect: it is not its ratio formalis. The divine essence impresses 
upon the intellect a created form that fulfills this role. Hervaeus Na- 
talis draws a similar distinction between objective beatitude and formal 
beatitude. The divine essence is the objective beatitude of the human 
intellect, which means it is the cause and object of a creature’s act of 
beatific vision. The human intellect’s formal beatitude is the created 
form that inheres in it, on account of which a blessed intellect is in a dif- 
ferent state than an intellect that has not yet attained beatitude.?" This 
terminology” indicates that the divine essence is that towards which the 
cognitive act is directed, although there is no direct contact between the 
human intellect and the divine essence. The created form, on the other 


For a discussion on how some of Aquinas's followers deal with the idea that 
the divine essence inheres in the human intellect, see TROTTMANN, La vision 
béatifique, pp. 348—349. 

See TROTTMANN, « La vision béatifique dans la seconde école franciscaine », 
pp. 137-138. An example of the “act” variation of this position is that of the 
Augustinian Giles of Rome, who also argues that, since the divine essence itself 
cannot inhere in the human intellect, a created form is necessary to perfect it: 
however, this is not a species (since, for him, a species would only be required 
if the object were absent) but a created intellectual act. By presenting the 
cognitive act as caused by the divine essence itself, without the mediation of 
another form, Giles believe he can preserve the direct (non-mediated) character 
of the beatific cognition. See R. Cross, “Theology,” in A Companion to Giles 
of Rome, ed. C.F. BRIGGS, P.S. EARDLEY, Leiden-Boston 2016, pp. 34-72, at 
pp. 47-48; TROTTMANN, La vision béatifique, pp. 352-353, 355. 

This form is received from God and its effect is that the intellect becomes attuned 
to God (conformatur Deo). Therefore, it plays a similar role as the Light of Glory 
in Aquinas' theory, and it is eventually identified with the Light of Glory, under 
the pressure of the decision of the council of Vienne. However, for Hervaeus this 
form is not a habit, as Aquinas had claimed, but an act: the possession of this 
form is equivalent with the act of beatific vision. See TROTTMANN, La vision 
béatifique, pp. 3-7, 384—385. 

We will encounter similar terminology in John of Ripa, one of Brammart's most 
important opponents in this discussion. 
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hand, has direct contact, inhering in and changing the intellect directly, 
but it plays a merely instrumental role in the beatific vision, causing a 
cognitive act directed at something else. For both Matthew and Her- 
vaeus, direct contact between the divine essence and the human intellect 
is not required — the intentional presence of the divine essence (the fact 
that the cognitive act is directed toward it) suffices to account for the 
direct character of the beatific vision. 

Another important moment in the debate on species in the beatific 
vision is Scotus's definition of beatific vision as intuitive cognition. Un- 
like abstractive cognition, which occurs by means of a representation 
(species) and is indifferent to whether the object exists or not, intuitive 
cognition depends on direct contact with the object, and cannot occur 
or be maintained by means of any “causal intermediary”. As a conse- 
quence, an intuitive cognitive act only exists only as long as its object 
exists and is present to the cognitive faculty.?? 

Later authors challenged Scotus's definition of intuitive cognition, 
with consequences for the definition of beatific vision. As we will see 
below, Peter Auriol and William of Ockham argued that intuitive cog- 
nition should not be defined in terms of its dependence upon the ex- 
istence and presence of the object, or in terms of its incompatibility 
with species;9? similarly, John of Ripa’s discussion of the beatific vision 
included a redefinition and reclassification of intuitive cognition.°! 

'The constitution Benedictus Deus, promulgated in 1336 by Pope Bene- 
dict XII, declares that the souls of the saints, Apostles, martyrs, confes- 
sors, virgins, baptized children, and so on, after their sins, if any, have 
been purged, after the Crucifixion and before the Last Judgment “will 
see and do see the divine essence by an intuitive and even facial vision, 
without the mediation of any created thing that behaves as an object, 
but rather by the divine essence showing itself plainly, clearly, and openly 
to them”? Thus beatific knowledge is to be understood as an intuitive, 


G. PINI, “Scotus on Intuitive and Abstractive Cognition," in Medieval Philoso- 
phy: Essential Readings and Contemporary Responses, ed. J.P. HAUSE, London 
2014, pp. 348-365, at pp. 350-353. 

See references and discussion below, in part 2.2. 

See references and discussion in section 3.1. 

Enchiridion symbolorum, ed. DENZINGER, 100, p. 502: “(...) viderunt et vident 
divinam essentiam visione intuitiva et etiam faciali, nulla mediante creatura in 
ratione obiecti visi se habente, sed divina essentia immediate se nude, clare et 
aperte eis ostendente.” 
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face-to-face vision. According to Trottmann, this statement should be 
interpreted as a rejection of mediating species in beatific vision.’ 

Not all fourteenth-century thinkers understood this constitution in 
this way. Discussions on the problem of mediating forms in the beatific 
vision continued after 1336, and the side that found such entities accept- 
able or even necessary seems to have had its fair share of supporters. 
Gregory of Rimini, for example, in the 1340s, argued against direct con- 
tact between the human intellect and the divine essence, claiming that 
beatific vision required a created form — a cognitive act — inhering in 
the intellect.9^ Similarly, the opponents of John of Ripa, a Franciscan 
who read the Sentences the following decade, maintained the necessity 
of species in the beatific vision, which suggests that defenders of such 
opinions were still active at the University of Paris. Last but not least, 
the hero of our story, John of Brammart, believed that mediating species 
are compatible with the beatific vision, and that the divine essence can- 
not be the form that inheres in the intellect, directly causing it to be in 
a state of beatific cognition. 


In the following sections I will discuss a number of epistemological top- 
ics treated by Brammart in his questio collativa under the heading of 
the term *word," and their relevance for his view on beatific vision: (1) 
the role of species in the process of concept formation and their com- 
patibility with different aspects of the beatific vision; (2) Brammart’s 
interpretation of intuitive cognition and its implications for beatific vi- 
sion; (3) Brammart's response to John of Ripa’s theory that the divine 
essence is the form that perfects the human intellect in the act of beatific 
cognition. 

Brammart’s main concern throughout his argumentation is the need 
to bridge the disproportion between the object cognized in the beatific 
vision — the infinite divine essence — and the cognizer — the finite 
human intellect. Because of this disproportion, Brammart believes that 
the divine essence cannot inhere in the human intellect, and therefore 
cannot be the form that brings about the state of beatific cognition. 
In Brammart's view, the act of beatific cognition needs to be brought 
about by a created form, one that is proportional to the human intellect. 


TROTTMANN, « Vision béatifique et intuition d'un objet absent », p. 806. 
Rimini's views are discussed below, in part 3.2.1. 
RUELLO, « Le probléme de la vision béatifique », pp. 130-132. 
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In other words, the beatific cognition requires some kind of mediation. 
'This role can be fulfilled either by a species or by a concept — both 
of which are finite representations produced by the human intellect. In 
order to show that such representations are compatible with the beatific 
vision, Brammart tries to redefine intuitive cognition, arguing that it can 
occur by means of species, and attempting to diminish the importance of 
the object's presence in the definition of intuitive cognition. Brammart 
does not actually claim that the beatific vision requires species; his aim 
with such arguments is to point out that beatific cognition would remain 
intuitive even if mediated by species or by other types of representations. 
In his argumentation against Ripa, Brammart states that species are 
not, in fact, necessary in the beatific vision, but he does argue that the 
human intellect is brought to a state of beatific cognition by a similar 
kind of created form: the cognitive act or the concept. 


1. The Problem of Species in the Beatific 
Vision 
1.1. The Role of Species in the Act of Knowledge 


Brammart's discussion on the role of mediating species takes place against 
the background of Scotus's theory on concept formation and his criticism 
of Henry of Ghent. For both Henry and Scotus, concept formation is 
described as the generation of a word from the knowledge in the mem- 
ory (which they both identify with the possible intellect infused with 
the intelligible species). What they interpret differently are the steps 
involved in the process.°° 

Henry describes this process as involving two distinct phases. First, 
the agent intellect abstracts and makes available to the possible intellect 
what Henry calls a “universal phantasm”. The universal phantasm plays 
a role corresponding to that of the intelligible species: it presents to the 
intellect the information about the object separated from material and 
particular conditions." The intellect in possession of this information is 
identified by Henry with Augustine's intellectual memory. Henry refers 
to this first act as “simple knowledge" or “simple understanding" and 


96 My account of the debate between Scotus and Henry follows FRIEDMAN, Intel- 
lectual Traditions, pp. 261-272, 408-412, and FRIEDMAN, Medieval Trinitarian 
Thought, pp. 82-90. 


97 FRIEDMAN, Intellectual Traditions, pp. 261-264. 
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describes it as a kind of cognition that is universal, but vague or undiffer- 
entiated. The next step is a process of discursive thinking (investigatio), 
by means of which the intellect comes to distinguish the essential fea- 
tures of the object, and thus produces what Henry calls “declarative 
knowledge" (notitia declarativa), a distinct and qualitatively superior 
form of understanding, identified with the Augustinian mental word.® 

Scotus objects to Henry's account of concept formation, arguing that, 
if only declarative or fully investigated knowledge qualified as a word, 
such a word would be too different from the knowledge in the intellectual 
memory, and this is incompatible with Augustine's allegation that the 
word is identical with the knowledge in the memory.® According to 
Scotus, all knowledge that is immediately generated from memory is a 
word, not just fully investigated or perfect knowledge." The human 
mind does arrive at a “perfect word" (fully defined cognition) by means 
of a process similar to Henry’s investigatio, but this process is different 
from the actual formation of the word.” 

For Scotus, the process of concept formation also involves two main 
steps:’? (1) the information of the intellect by the intelligible species 
(the intellect so informed being equivalent to Augustine's “intellectual 
memory") and (2) the formation of the word. Arriving at a “perfect 
word," however, is a gradual process that involves forming a series of 
imperfect words. When the intellect first receives an intelligible specie, 
if forms a confused word; this is followed by a process of investigation, 
as a result of which a more distinct species is formed and impressed 
on the possible intellect, from which a more distinct word is formed, 
and so on. What is important for Scotus is that, at every stage, the 
knowledge generated from the memory is a word in its own right; this 
way, the word can be the same as the knowledge in the intellectual 


$8 FRIEDMAN, Intellectual Traditions, pp. 264, 266, 268, 271-272. FRIEDMAN, Me- 
dieval Trinitarian Thought, pp. 82-85. 

FRIEDMAN, Medieval Trinitarian Thought, pp. 85-86. 

IoHANNES DUNS SCOTUS, Ordinatio, Liber Primus, d. 27, q. 3, ed. BALIC, p. 91, 
ll. 14-16: *Quaelibet autem notitia genita — quam Augustinus vocat prolem — 
est verbum, non tamen eo modo quo Augustinus ponit verbum perfectum, quod 
Scilicet repraesentet verbum divinum.” 

FRIEDMAN, Intellectual Traditions, pp. 408-412. FRIEDMAN, Medieval Trinitar- 
ian Thought, pp. 85-90. 

See, e.g. FRIEDMAN, Intellectual Traditions, pp. 400-403. R. Cross, Duns 
Scotus’s Theory of Cognition, Oxford 2014, pp. 142-144. 

FRIEDMAN, Medieval Trinitarian Thought, pp. 88-91. 
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memory, and the process of concept formation can remain a faithful 
image of the generation of the Son by the Father.” 

Scotus refers to the intellect informed by the intelligible species as 
having virtual or habitual knowledge, and he sometimes describes the 
intelligible species itself as knowledge (scientia) or cognition (notitia): 
the intellect possesing an intelligible species already has all the informa- 
tion about its object, but that information is not actually cognized.” 
'The formation of the word is equivalent to the actual cognition by the 
intellect of the information contained in the intelligible species. The in- 
tellect informed by the intelligible species is still in a state of potentiality, 
but it is “accidental potentiality,” as compared to its state of “essential 
potentiality" before information by the intelligible species. Scotus some- 
times refers to such states of potentiality or disposition, like the intellect 
infused with the intelligible species, as first acts, and to states of actu- 
ality, like the word or actual intellection, as second acts.” 

Intellectual memory and actual cognition inhere in the same power, 
the possible intellect. In other words, it is the possible intellect that 
both stores knowledge and actually cognizes it. This means that the 
intellect goes from habitual to actual cognition without receiving any- 
thing from outside. On the other hand, Scotus insists on the necessity 
of distinguishing the word, which pertains to the active side of the in- 
tellect, from the species in the intellectual memory, which is a passive 
side of the same power. He wants to explain the movement or change 
from habitual knowledge to active knowledge as something carried out 
within the intellect and by the intellect alone, as both the subject and 
the agent of the change "7 

In summary, Henry of Ghent presents a model whereby the intellect 
arrives at a word or concept following a process called “investigatio” 
by which it works with and clarifies the confused information in the in- 
tellectual memory. In Henry's view, only this fully investigated knowl- 
edge qualifies as a word. Scotus criticizes Henry because he thinks that 
Henry's account of concept formation makes the word too far removed 


7^ FRIEDMAN, Intellectual Traditions, p. 402. FRIEDMAN, Medieval Trinitarian 


Thought, p. 91. 

IOHANNES DUNS SCOTUS, Ordinatio, Liber Primus, d. 3, part 3, q. 1, ed. BALIC, 
p. 233, 1. 12 — p. 234, 1. 2; IOHANNES DUNS SCOTUS, Quaestiones Quodlibetales, 
q. 15, ed. L. WADDING (Opera Omnia, 12), Farnborough 1969, p. 430, $20. See 
FRIEDMAN, Intellectual Traditions, pp. 400, 403. 

IoHANNES DUNS SCOTUS, Ordinatio, Liber Primus, d. 3, part 3, q. 4, ed. 
C. BALIC, p. 343, ll. 1-14. See FRIEDMAN, Intellectual Traditions, pp. 400—403. 
R. Cross, Duns Scotus's Theory of Cognition, p. 143. 
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from the knowledge in the memory. Instead, Scotus proposes a model 
that allows no distance and no qualitative difference between the ha- 
bitual knowledge contained in the intellectual memory and the word 
or concept generated from it. According to this model, all knowledge 
generated from the intellectual memory is à word, including confused 
knowledge, not only knowledge that has been fully straightened out. 

In the debate between Scotus and Henry, Brammart sides with Scotus: 
he states that all knowledge formed from memory is a mental word, and 
rejects Henry's understanding of the word as notitia declarativa (i.e. 
a qualitatively superior form of knowledge resulted from processing a 
previous form of confused knowledge): 


Quaevis intellectualis notitia creata est mentale verbum, de cuius 
extat ratione ut a potentia quam denominat formaliter sit produc- 
tum. Prima pars patet, quia, si non, hoc maxime foret eo quod 
verbum esset notitia declarativa praesupponens simplicem noti- 
tiam praevie intellectualem. Sed hoc non oportet, quod probatur, 
quia omnis notitia ex memoria formata est mentale verbum; sed 
simplex intellectualis notitia sine quacumque intellectuali praevia 
est notitia ex memoria formata. Igitur talis est mentale verbum.7? 


Like Scotus, Brammart has a problem with Henry's idea that only 
declarative knowledge — i.e. fully investigated knowledge — is a mental 
word. From Brammart's point of view, what Henry calls simple knowl- 
edge and describes as the first stage in the process of concept formation 
is still a kind of knowledge. Since it is knowledge and it is formed from 
memory, Brammart concludes that it is itself a mental word. 

In the first conclusion of the first part, as he stresses the distinction 
between the act of knowledge and the memory species, Brammart ex- 
plains more about the process in which knowledge is generated from the 
species in memory by means of a change or movement caused by the 
species, whereby the intellect passes from potentiality to actuality. 


Corollarium primum: sicut naturalis similitudo seu species rei ad 
extra praeter verbum actuale in mente est ponenda, sic species 
in memoria a verbo intelligentiae formaliter est distincta. Prima 
pars patet ex conclusione. Secunda pars probatur, quia, si talis 
species in memoria non distingueretur a verbo intelligentiae, se- 
queretur quod exiens de actu primo ad actum secundum nihil novi 
reciperet, et sic fieret aliquis de non intelligente intelligens sine sui 
mutatione. Consequens falsum, tum quia haberet se aliter quam 


755 TOHANNES BRAMMART, Principium I, Wertheim, Kirchenbibl. 608, f. Sach, 
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prius, tum quia transiret de contradictorio in contradictorium. Et 
patet consequentia, quia species quae praefuisset iam foret actualis 
intellectio sine cuiuscumque novae rei impositione, tum etiam quia 
verbum actuale causatur ab ipsa specie memoriae (...).7° 


Brammart argues that there has to be a distinction between the intellec- 
tual species and the word because otherwise it would not be possible to 
explain how the intellect passes from potentiality to actuality. His use of 
the first actuality — second actuality distinction in this passage is very 
likely an allusion to Scotus, who calls the intellectual memory a first 
actuality and the cognition of the information contained in the memory 
a second actuality. For Scotus, even if the intelligible species is a kind 
of knowledge and a “first actuality,” it is habitual knowledge, which is 
distinguished from active intellection. Brammart, however, goes as far 
as to say that the species itself already was actual intellection, without 
requiring any additional thing — any other act or mental representa- 
tion — to explain the actuality of the mental word. His aim, I believe, 
is to decrease even more the distance between the species and the actual 
intellection. However, this should not be interpreted as an attempt to 
eliminate this distinction altogether, but only as an effort to bring them 
as close as possible. The idea of a species that is so much like the actual 
knowledge that there is virtually no difference between such a mediated 
act and a direct one is part of laying the groundwork for the idea that 
beatific vision can be mediated by species. 


1.2. The Species in the Beatific Vision 


Although Brammart never states that species are necessary for the be- 
atific vision or that the beatific vision is always mediated by species, he 
does make two claims that suggest he believes mediation by species to 
be compatible with the beatific vision: 


(1) The divine essence can be represented by a species. 
(2) Intuitive cognition can occur by means of a species. 


'The source of these claims is Francis of Marchia's Sentences commentary, 
specifically question 13 of book III, where Marchia asks whether the soul 
of Christ, and likewise any blessed soul, sees the divine essence by means 
of a species or without a species. The arguments that Brammart takes 
from Marchia are part of his response to two groups of scholars who re- 
jected the idea that the divine essence can be represented by a species. 


79 TOHANNES BRAMMART, Principium I, Wertheim, Kirchenbibl. 608, f. 4vb. 
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The first group, which includes Thomas Aquinas, argued that this was 
impossible because an infinite object cannot be represented by a finite 
species. The second group, including several early-fourteenth-century 
Franciscan theologians influenced by Scotus, held that species represen- 
tation was impossible because the knowledge of the divine essence is 
intuitive, and thus by definition without mediation. Marchia holds that 
the beatific vision can occur by means of a species, but the species is not 
necessary and is probably not involved in the process at all. Marchia's 
positing of such a species did have an advantage; as noted above, his 
lectures on the Sentences occurred a few years after the promulgation of 
the Clementine Constitutions, the determinations of the Council of Vi- 
enne, and these constitutions seemed to require the Light of Glory. By 
arguing for the possibility of the beatific vision being mediated through 
species, Marchia could identify such a species with the Light of Glory.9? 

In Brammart's case, the fact that he adopts these claims also shows 
that he is willing to accept the possibility for the divine essence to be 
known by means of a species. Like Marchia, he is not committed to the 
idea that species are necessary in the beatific vision, but merely accepts 
the possibility. Moreover, there are indications that Brammart also has 
in mind the idea that the species could be identified with the Light of 
Glory. 

In Brammart's text, unlike in Marchia's commentary, the two claims 
are not part of the same argumentative sequence. He argues for the first 
in defending species in intellectual knowledge; the second claim, appears 
in his attempt to redefine intuitive cognition (and will be discussed in 
the next subsection). 


When making the point that the divine essence can be represented 
by a species, Brammart expresses the same position as Marchia, but 
he does not entirely copy his argument: only the first part is taken 
almost verbatim from Marchia’s text; the second part of the argument 
(“nec ex parte speciei") is formulated in Brammart’s own words, but it 
is possible that he has in mind some passages from Scotus's discussion 
on the natural knowledge of the divine essence by angels: 


80 Dusa, “Francesco di Marchia sulla conoscenza intuitiva," pp. 123-127. See also 


DUBA, “Francis of Marchia on Christ's Cognition of the Word,” pp. 1620-1624. 


FRANCISCUS DE MARCHIA, 

III Sent., q. 13, in DUBA, "Francesco 
di Marchia sulla conoscenza intu- 
itiva,” 

pp. 140-141, ll. 153-168. 

Sed contra istum modum arguo sic: 
si Deus non potest causare propriam 
speciem representativam sue essentie, 
hoc est solum quia talis species est 
impossibilis. Modo quero causam im- 
possibilitatis. Aut sumitur ex parte 
obiecti aut ex parte modi intelli- 
gendi. Sed neutro modo est im- 
possibilis. Quare, etc. Quod non 
ex parte obiecti, probo sic: Non 
est magis impossibile quod obiectum 
infinitum representetur per speciem 
finitam quam quod intelligatur per 
actum finitum. Sed divina essentia 
a beatis intelligitur actu finito. Ergo, 
etc. 

Probatio maioris: ubi est eadem 
causa possibilitatis, ibi est eadem 
possibilitas. Sed tota causa et precisa 
quare attingitur obiectum infinitum 
per actum finitum est quia actus non 
est adequatus obiecto. Ergo similiter 
poterit representari obiectum infini- 
tum per speciem finitam non ade- 
quatam. Et per consequens repre- 
sentabitur inadequate. 

Confirmatur: eodem modo represen- 
tat species in ordine suo sicut actus in 
genere actuum. Sed actus non repre- 
sentat obiectum infinitum adequate, 
et tamen representat ipsum. Ergo 
similiter de specie. 
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bibl. 608, f. 4va. 


Sed quod essentia divina propriae 
speciei sit ratio causativa probatur, 
quia, si non, quaeritur unde hoc 
proveniat: vel ex parte sui, vel ex 
parte intellectus nostri, vel ex parte 
talis speciei. Non ex parte sui, 
quia non repugnat obiectum infini- 
tum representari per speciem finitam 
quam per actum intelligi finitum. 
Nec ex parte intellectus nostri con- 
simili ratione. Nec ex parte speciei, 
quia hoc esset maxime propter fini- 
tatem illius speciei in esse naturali. 
Sed hoc non impedit, quia plus com- 
municabile est enti in esse relucen- 
tiae vel repraesentativo quam in esse 
naturali entitativo, tum etiam quia 
per lumen gloriae velud per formam 
exemplarem essentia divina a beatis 
clare intuetur; igitur etc. 


'The passage from Marchia's text is part of his argumentation against 
those who claimed that the infinity of the divine essence made it impos- 
sible for it to be represented by a finite species. Marchia replies that, 
since the infinite divine essence can be represented by a human cognitive 
act, which is also finite, it should equally be representable by a finite 
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species. The difficulty, as Marchia points out, lies in explaining the rela- 
tion of conformity (adaequatio) between the object and the species. The 
Franciscan's response is that the species, like the act, does not have to 
be commensurate (adaequata) to the object in order to represent it. 

Brammart follows Marchia in arguing that a finite species is not less 
capable of representing an infinite essence than a finite intellectual act. 
As for the lack of ontological likeness between them (what Marchia de- 
scribes as ^commensurability" — adaequatio), Brammart explains that a 
relation of representation, like the one between the species and the divine 
essence, does not require ontological likeness. He argues that the divine 
essence can be more easily communicated to a finite intelligence as rep- 
resented being (in esse relucentiae vel repraesentativo) than as existing 
being (in esse naturali entitativo), and in the beatific vision it is commu- 
nicated as represented being. In Brammart's view, the form or species 
that brings about the cognitive act must be ontologically proportional 
to the intellect, not to the object. 

The species is also Brammart’s solution for explaining the role of the 
Light of Glory in the beatific vision: he understands the Light of Glory as 
mediating the cognition of the divine essence in the same way intelligible 
species act as mediators in the intellection of created things. But this 
is all he tell us on this topic, as this is the only mention of the Light of 
Glory in the whole question. 

It is possible that Brammart's distinction between esse relucentiae 
vel repraesentativo and esse naturali entitativo might be inspired by 
a similar distinction made by Scotus in his discussion on the angels’ 
natural knowledge of the divine essence. Scotus describes the angelic 
natural knowledge of God as abstractive knowledge, which, according 
to his own definition, is mediated by peche P) Natural knowledge of 
God is distinguished from beatific knowledge, which is intuitive and, by 
Scotus' definition, incompatible with species. Scotus therefore defends 
the idea that the divine essence can be represented by a species, but only 
in the context of the natural knowledge of God by the angels, which is 
abstractive knowledge. 

In his argumentation, Scotus distinguishes between three types of con- 
formity (adaequatio) by means of which one object can be represented 
by another: the first type, adaequatio simpliciter entitatis ad entitatem, 


59! On the natural knowledge of God by the angels, see T.B. NOONE, “Duns Scotus 


on Angelic Knowledge," in A Companion to Angels in Medieval Philosophy, ed. 
T. HOFFMANN (Brill’s companions to the Christian Tradition), Leiden 2012, 
pp. 187-221, at pp. 207-210. 
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means that the two are ontologically equal, which is not the case in 
any relation of representation. The second one, adaequatio secundum 
proportionem repraesentantis ad repraesentatum, describes a relation of 
representation in which the representation can fully and comprehensively 
represent its object. The third one, adaequatio secundum proportionem 
non absolute, sed per comparationem ad actum talem, describes a rela- 
tion of representation in which the representative cannot fully represent 
its object, but can represent it proportionally to the faculty and the act 
to which it pertains, and this kind of relation is sufficient for a species 
to stand for an object.®? No species can represent the divine essence ac- 
cording to the first two types, but according to the third type, the divine 
essence can be represented by a species that would make it knowable to 
a finite intellect by means of a finite act. 

It is possible that Brammart’s distinction between esse relucentiae vel 
repraesentativo and esse naturali entitativo is based on Scotus’ classifica- 
tion of the three types of conformity. Brammart, however, uses Scotus’ 
concepts to prove a point that Scotus himself would disagree with, that 
is, to support the idea that the divine essence can be represented by a 
mediating species in the context of beatific vision. 


2. Redefining Intuitive Cognition 


2.1. Intuitive Cognition Can Occur by Means of a 
Species. 


Brammart’s second thesis of the second part and its first two corollaria 
are all dedicated to intuitive cognition. In the course of this discus- 
sion, Brammart gradually redefines intuitive cognition to show (1) that 
it is not incompatible with species, and (2) that it is (at least theoret- 
ically) separable from its object. With each of these points Brammart 


53? IOHANNES Duns Scotus, Ordinatio, Liber Secundus, d. 3, part II, q. 2, ed. C. 


BALIC (Opera Omnia, 7), Vatican 1963, p. 562, ll. 1-7: “Primo modo, univer- 
saliter, nullum per se repraesentans (quod est ratio repraesentandi et non cog- 
nitum) adaequatur illi quod repraesentat, sed deficit, — sicut patet de albedine 
et specie albi). Secundo modo, aliqua ratio repraesentat per adaequationem, — 
sicut species perfectissima albi repraesentat illud album, et ipsa est ratio quasi 
comprehensive videndi illud album. "Tertio modo, quaecumque species albi — 
etiam in oculo caecutiente — licet non ita perfecte repraesentet album sicut illud 
esset repraesentabile, tamen perfecte repraesentat per comparationem ad actum 
sequentem, quia ita perfecte repraesentat sicut requiritur ad habendum talem 
speciem circa obiectum.” 
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distances himself from the Scotist definition of intuitive cognition as (1) 
immediate, and therefore incompatible with species, and (2) requiring 
the presence of the object.9? 

To make the first point, Brammart turns again to Marchia’s text and 
copies the main argument Marchia brings against his Franciscan oppo- 
nents,9^ who insist that intuitive cognition, being, as Scotus describes 
it, “of what exists as existing" (existentis ut existens), cannot occur 
by means of a species, since a species represents its object indifferently 
to whether it exists or got PP 


FRANCISCUS DE MARCHIA, 
III Sent, q. 13, ed. DUBA, 
pp. 144-145, ll. 219-230. 


Quicquid sit de hoc, probo quod non 
repugnat notitie intuitive fieri per 
speciem, quia si repugnaret sibi, hoc 
non esset nisi quia intuitiva est exis- 
tentis ut existens est et species non. 
Sed hoc non obstat. quia est aliqua 
species que est determinate existentis 
ut existens est. 

Probo: primo, quia species que im- 
mediate et primo representat obiec- 
tum sub determinato situ et actione 
et passione et motu est existentis 
ut existens (...). Sed species qui 
est in oculo est huiusmodi, ut patet. 
Quare, etc. 


IOHANNES BRAMMART, 
Principium I, Wertheim, Kirchen- 
bibl. 608, f. 6va. 


Secunda conclusio: sicud non repug- 
nat verbo intuitive fieri in obiecto 
mediante specie, sic nec repugnat ei- 
dem habitus fidei infusae. Prima 
pars patet, quia non videtur maior 
repugnantia quia intuitiva fiat medi- 
ante specie quam quod fiat mendi- 
ante exemplari similitudine; sed sic 
de facto fit in verbo; igitur. Tum 
etiam quia, si repugnaret, hoc non es- 
set nisi quia intuitiva est existentis ut 
existens est, et species non. Sed hoc 
non obstat, quia aliqua est species 
quae est determinate existentis ut 
existens est, utputa species quae 


55 IOHANNES Duns Scotus, Ordinatio, Liber Secundus, d. 3, part II, q. 2, ed. 
BALIC, p. 552, Il. 6-10; p. 552, 1. 17, p. 553, 1. 3. See PINI, “Scotus on Intuitive 
and Abstractive Cognition," pp. 350-353. 

5^ Dusa, “Francesco di Marchia sulla conoscenza intuitiva," pp. 138-139, 
ll. 129-135. 

55 JOHANNES Duns Scotus, Ordinatio, Liber Primus, d. 1, pars 1, q. 2, ed. BALIC, 
p. 23, Il. 14-18. 
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immediate et primo  representat 
obiectum sub determinato situ et 
modo, etc. 


Marchia's response to his opponents is that there are, in fact, species 
that can represent an existing object as existing. What the Franciscan 
has in mind here are sensible species, which represent an object accord- 
ing to place, action, passion and movement, and are representations of 
individuals as individuals (unlike intelligible species, which are univer- 
sal). 

Brammart retains Marchia's claim that there are species capable of 
representing existing objects as existing, but not his reference to sensi- 
ble species. Brammart refers to a species which represents the object 
according to a specific place and mode. He does not tell us anything else 
about what kind of species this might be, or what makes it different from 
the species involved in abstractive cognition, but it is likely that he has 
in mind a kind of representation that can allow us to know an object as 
an individual — as opposed to abstractive cognition, which works with 
universals. Moreover, the claim that such a species represents an exist- 
ing thing as existing implies that it is just as dependent on the existence 
of the object as an act of intuitive cognition — therefore, this species 
could not exist unless its object also existed, which means that such a 
mediated cognition would have the same degree of existential certainty 
as intuitive cognition. 


2.2. Intuitive Cognition of an Absent Object 


If species can mediate an intuitive cognition, then, Brammart argues, 
intuitive cognition can also occur without the presence of the object. 
He assembles from his sources the reasoning for this position in the two 
corollaries that follow. His most obvious source is William of Ockham, 
but there are also traces of Rimini and even of Auriol. 

The first corollary is copied almost word-for-word from Ockham’s 
argument against Scotus’ description of intuitive and abstractive cogni- 
tion: 
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GUILLEMUS DE OCKHAM, 

In I Sententiarum. Ordinatio, Prolo- 
gus, q. 1, ed. S. BROWN, G. GAL 
(Opera Theologica, 1), New York 
1967, p. 33, 1L15-19; p. 35, 111, 
p. 36, 1. 3. 


Ex istis sequuntur aliquae conclu- 
siones: Prima, quod notitia intuitiva 
et abstractiva non differunt quia ab- 
stractiva potest indifferenter esse ex- 
sistentis et non exsistentis, praesen- 
tis et non praesentis, intuitiva autem 
tantum exsistentis et praesentis re- 
aliter. (...) 


Ita arguo in proposito: aut illa res ex- 
sistens et praesens habet se in ratione 
causae efficientis ad notitiam intuiti- 
vam, aut in ratione causae materi- 
alis vel formalis vel finalis. Si pri- 
mum, igitur potest fieri sine ea, quia 
quidquid potest Deus per causam ef- 
ficientem mediam, potest immediate. 
Non secundo modo, quia tunc re ex- 
sistente et destructo intellectu posset 
recipere subiective illam notitiam in- 
tuitivam. Similiter manifestum est 
quod notitia illa non est subiective in 
re intuita 


Nec tertio modo, manifestum est. 
Nec quarto modo, quia omnis res 
potest esse quocumque fine, excepto 
primo, destructo, quia nulla res plus 
requirit exsistentiam finis secundi 
quam efficientis secundi. 


Si dicatur quod obiectum requiritur 
in ratione obiecti terminantis, contra: 
aut obiectum in quantum terminans 
habet rationem alicuius causae essen- 
tialis, aut non. Si sic, arguo sicut 
prius. Si non, tunc arguo sicut isti 
arguunt alibi: Omnis effectus 


IOHANNES BRAMMART, 
Principium I, Wertheim, Kirchen- 
bibl. 608, f. 6ra-rb. 


Corollarium primum: nec penes 
speciem mediam nec penes obiecti 
presentiam oritur differentia inter 
notitiam intuitivam et abstractivam. 
Prima pars patet ex conclusione. Se- 
cunda vero probatur, quia presentia 
obiecti non requiritur ad hoc quod 
fiat visio, igitur. 


Assumptum probatur, quia obiec- 
tum se habet ad visionem in ra- 
tione causae efficientis vel in ratione 
causae materialis, formalis, vel fi- 
nalis. Si primum, igitur talis vi- 
sio potest fieri sine eo, quia quic- 
quid potest Deus per causam efficien- 
tem mediam potest per se immedi- 
ate. Si secundum, tunc re existente 
et intellectu destructo posset res visa 
recipere illam intuitivam. Nec ter- 
tium, sicut satis patet. Nec quartum, 
quia omnis notitia potest esse posito 
Deo quocumque alio fine destructo, 
igitur. 


Et si dicatur quod obiectum requir- 
itur in ratione obiecti terminantis, 
contra, quia aut obiectum inquantum 
terminans habet rationem alicuius 
causae essentialis, vel non. Si sic, ar- 
guitur ut prius. Si non, arguitur tunc 
sic: omnis effectus sufficienter 


sufficienter dependet ex suis causis 
essentialibus, ita quod illis positis, 
omnibus aliis circumscriptis, potest 
sufficienter poni effectus. Igitur si 
obiectum in quantum terminans non 
habet rationem causae essentialis res- 
pectu notitiae intuitivae, si obiectum 
in quantum terminans simpliciter de- 
struatur secundum omnem exsisten- 
tiam sui realem, potest poni ipsa 
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dependet ex suis causis essentialibus, 
quibus positis, omnibus aliis circum- 
stantiis circumscriptis, potest suffi- 
cienter poni effectus; igitur, si obiec- 
tum inquantum terminans non habet 
rationem causae essentialis notitiae 
intuitivae, sequitur quod, si obiec- 
tum, ut sic, simpliciter destruatur, 
adhuc potest poni notitia intuitiva; 
igitur etc. 


notitia intuitiva; igitur ipsa re de- 
structa potest poni ipsa notitia intu- 
itiva. 


The argument Brammart takes from Ockham states that the difference 
between intuitive and abstractive cognition does not consist in the pres- 
ence or absence of the object. God can supernaturally cause intuitive 
cognition of an absent object, as the divine action can substitute for the 
causal role played by the object in relation to the faculty. 

Brammart takes the next step in the second corollary, stating that 
not only intuitive cognition, but also sensation can occur in the absence 
of the object, and that God can preserve intuitive knowledge even after 
the object no longer exists. This is possible because the intuitive cog- 
nition of an object is something distinct from that object and can exist 
independently of it. However, this can only happen as a result of divine 
(supernatural) intervention. 


Corollarium secundum: sicud interior intuitio non requirit visibilis 
existentiam, sic nec exterior sensatio sensibilis praesentiam. Pro- 
batur, quia possibile est aliquod non existens in se et immediate 
distincte cognosci, igitur. Tenet consequentia et assumptum patet 
de ipso Deo et beatis quibus Deus praestare voluit claram notitiam 
futurorum non existentium. Tum etiam, cum notitia intuitiva sit 
res distincta ab obiecto, non videtur quin Deus posset eam con- 
servare absque destructione cuiuscumque positivi seu respectivi, 
destruendo tamen eius obiectum. Tum etiam quia intellectus na- 
turaliter cognoscit intuitive omne quod exterius sensui apparet, 
igitur.9" 


'The thesis that God can, supernaturally, cause the intuitive cognition 
of a non-existing object, or preserve such a cognition after the object 


57 TOHANNES BRAMMART, Principium I, Wertheim, Kirchenbibl. 608, f. 6ra—rb. 
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no longer exists, is defended by Auriol, Ockham,®? and Rimini,?? and 


Brammart is likely to have known the works of all three of them, so it is 
hard to tell if any particular one is his direct source. The passage appears 
to be a combination of elements taken from more than one text.?! 


55 PETRUS AUREOLUS, Scriptum Super Primum Sententiarum, Prooemium, sect. 2, 


art. 3, ed. BUYTAERT, New York 1952, vol. I, pp. 201-202, Il. 139-189. See also 
K.H. TACHAU, Vision and Certitude in the Age of Ockham: Optics, Epistemol- 
ogy, and the Foundations of Semantics, 1250-1345 (Studien und Texte zur Geis- 
tesgeschichte des Mittelalters, 22), Leiden-New York-Copenhagen-Cologne 1988, 
pp. 109-112. Auriol argues that we can have intuitive cognition of an absent 
object not only as a result of divine intervention, but also naturally. See AVU- 
REOLUS, Scriptum Super Primum Sententiarum, Prooemium, sect. 2, art. 3, ed. 
E.M. BuvTAERT, New York 1952, vol. I, p. 198, ll. 37-38, pp. 198-200, ll. 48-98. 
Rimini and Ockham, on the other hand, maintain that this is possible only by 
means of God's absolute power. See, for example, GREGORIUS ARIMINENSIS, 
Lectura super primum et secundum, d. 3, q. 1, A.D. TRAPP, V. MARCOLINO 
(Spátmittelalter und Reformation Texte und Untersuchungen, 6), Berlin - New 
York 1981, vol. I, p. 321, Il. 30-35. 

GUILLELMUS DE OCKHAM, In I Sententiarum. | Ordinatio, Prologus, q. 1, ed. 
BROWN, GAL (Opera Theologica, 1), p. 38, 1. 15 — p. 39, L. 6: “Ex istis sequitur 
quod notitia intuitiva, tam sensitiva quam intellectiva, potest esse de re non 
exsistente. Et hanc conclusionem probo, aliter quam prius, sic: omnis res abso- 
luta, distincta loco et subiecto ab alia re absoluta, potest per divinam potentiam 
absolutam existere sine illa (...). Sed visio intuitiva, tam sensitiva quam intel- 
lectiva, est res absoluta, distincta loco et subiecto ab obiecto. Sicut si videam 
intuitive stellam exsistentem in caelo, illa visio intuitiva, sive sit sensitiva sive 
intellectiva, distinguitur loco et subiecto ab obiecto viso; igitur ista visio potest 
manere stella destructa; igitur etc.” See also TACHAU, Vision and Certitude in 
the Age of Ockham, pp. 120-121. 

GREGORIUS ARIMINENSIS, Lectura super primum. et secundum Sententiarum. 
Prologus et distinctions 1—6, d. 3, q. 1, concl. 3, ed. TRAPP, MARCOLINO, vol. 1, 
p. 332, 1. 28 — p. 333, I. 16. 

See for example GREGORIUS ARIMINENSIS, Lectura super primum et secundum 
Sententiarum. Prologus et distinctiones 1-6, d. 3, q. 1, ed. A.D. TRAPP, 
V. MARCOLINO (Spátmittelalter und Reformation Texte und Untersuchungen, 
6), Berlin - New York 1981, vol. I, p. 333, Il. 13-16: “Si secundum, hoc non 
impedit propositum, cum non sit impossibile aliquid non existens in se immedi- 
ate et distincte cognosci, sicut patet de deo et aliis quibus deus voluit praestare 
evidentem notitiam futurorum et non existentium, ut suo loco videri poterit." 
AUREOLUS, Scriptum Super Primum, Prooemium, sect. 2, art. 3, ed. BUYTAERT, 
p. 201, ll. 139-147: “Certum est enim quod Deus potest facere quicquid non im- 
plicat contradictionem, et conservare fundamentum relationis, corrupto termino 
et transeunte respectu (....). Sed visio intellectiva et sensitiva, et universaliter 
omnis intuitiva notitia est aliquid absolutum, fundans respectum ad rem intu- 
itive cognitam. Ergo Deus poterit conservare intuitionem huiusmodi absolutam, 
corrupto respectu et rei praesentialitate non existente." 
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This thesis had disquieting implications for the beatific vision: if it 
was indeed possible to know a non-existing object intuitively, then God 
could preserve the knowledge of his essence in a created intellect, even 
if he were no longer present to this intellect — however, the knowledge 
such creature would have of the divine essence would be qualitatively 
the same as if God were actually present to it.?? 

As Ockham and Auriol emphasize, the intuitive cognition of non- 
existents, even only as a theoretical posibility, is meant to prove a point 
about the nature of cognitive acts: their existence and intentionality (be- 
ing about a certain thing) does not depend on the existence of the object. 
For Ockham and Auriol, this separability is necessary to maintain on- 
tological distance between cognitions and their objects: cognitions need 
not share the ontological characteristics of their objects, otherwise we 
would not be able to have immutable scientific knowledge grounded on 
cognitions of mutable and contingent things.?? 

Brammart likely has similar reasons to adopt this controversial posi- 
tion: he needs to find a way to bridge the ontological difference between 
the act of cognition and its object — in this case, the difference between 
the limited and created human cognitive act and the infinite and uncre- 
ated divine essence. In order to explain what this means we need to skip 
a little ahead and anticipate some of the issues that will be discussed in 
the next section. Brammart makes his two claims about intuitive cogni- 
tion in the second part of the discussion (corresponding to the word as 
cognitive act), after rejecting John of Ripa’s theory of beatific vision?^, 
These claims are part of his attempt to offer an alternative to Ripa’s 
theory. In short, Ripa argues that the human intellect knows the divine 
essence by means of the same *form" by which God knows himself: this 
"form" is the divine essence itself. Brammart, on the other hand, be- 
lieves that the disproportion between the human intellect and the divine 
essence makes this impossible. The thesis that intuitive cognition can 
(at least theoretically) occur even in the absence of the object, as well as 
the idea that intuitive cognition is compatible with species, allows him 
to put some distance between the divine essence and the act of beatific 
vision. Since a cognitive act can exist and have content regardless of 
whether the object exists or not, it is more dependent upon the intellect 
than upon the object. One of the implications of this thesis is that the 


TROTTMANN, « Vision béatifique et intuition d'un objet absent », pp. 684—685. 
TACHAU, Vision and Certitude in the Age of Ockham, p. 121. 
Ripa’s theory of beatific vision is discussed below, section 3.1. 
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cognitive act must be ontologically proportional to the intellect, not to 
the object. This means that the act of beatific vision must be something 
created and commesurate to the intellect, and cannot be identical with 
the divine essence. 


3. The Divine Essence as the Formal 
Beatitude of the Blessed Intellect 


The most illuminating part of Brammart’s discussion, the part that 
comes closest to revealing his own understanding of the beatific vision, 
is when he engages the position of the Franciscan theologian John of 
Ripa, also known as John of Marchia.® Ripa lectured on the Sentences 
in Paris in the mid-1350s. Afterwards, as a master, he produced his 
Determinationes, in which he further discusses and defends his views on 
the beatific vision.2° While Ripa also discusses the beatific vision else- 
where, notably in the prologue to his Sentences commentary, Brammart 
uses the Determinationes as his exclusive source, both for passages that 
he copies or paraphrases from Ripa, as well as for his implicit citations. 

Ripa argues that, in the beatific vision, the divine essence itself is the 
formal cognition of the human intellect, which means, simply put, that 
the divine essence itself is the form that brings the intellect to actuality. 
For most of Ripa’s contemporaries, like for Thomas Aquinas before him, 
this would also imply that the infinite divine essence somehow inheres 
in the human intellect. Ripa draws a series of distinctions on the basis 
of which he argues that the divine essence does not have to inhere in 
the human intellect in order to perform the role he is attributing to 
it. Brammart, however, like some of Ripa’s opponents, finds his ex- 
planations unsatisfactory. Arguing against Ripa and taking the side of 
his opponents, Brammart makes his own position clear: for him, the 
beatific vision is brought about by a form inhering in the intellect, on 


95 On Ripa’s epistemology and theory of beatific vision, see: P. VIGNAUX, «La 


connaissance comme apparentia dans les Prologi Quaestiones de Jean de Ripa», 
in Studi internazionali di Filosofia 8 (1976), pp. 39-56; RUELLO, « Le probléme 
de la vision béatifique »; F. RUELLO, La pensée de Jean de Ripa OFM (XIV* 
siècle): immensité divine et connaissance théologique, Fribourg 1990; F. Ru- 
ELLO, La théologie naturelle de Jean de Ripa, Paris 1992; F. RUELLO, «Le projet 
théologique de Jean de Ripa O.F.M.», in Traditio 49 (1994), pp. 127-170. 

F. RUELLO, La théologie naturelle de Jean de Ripa, p. 7; A. COMBES, «Présen- 
tation de Jean de Ripa», in Archives d'histoire doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen 
Age, 23 (1956), pp. 145-242, at pp. 154-155. 
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account of which the intellect is in a different state than before. This 
form — the concept or the cognitive act of beatific vision — is a finite, 
created representation of the divine essence, not the divine essence itself. 

But in order to better understand Ripa's position, and why Brammart 
disagrees with him, we need to take a closer look at his theory of beatific 
vision and the epistemology behind it. Since Ripa's doctrine is very 
complex and not very well known, I find it necessary to give a more 
extensive account of his views than I did for Brammart's other sources, 
for their dialogue to be understandable. This is by no means intended 
to be a complete account of Ripa's theory of cognition or of his doctrine 
of the beatific vision. I will focus mainly on those aspects of his doctrine 
that are relevant for understanding Brammart’s position in relation to 
him, 


3.1. John of Ripa on the Beatific Vision 


Ripa repeatedly states that a cognitive act or vision can be understood 
in two ways: in one sense, it can be identified with the form or species 
that brings the intellect to actuality; in a second sense, it is the move- 
ment of the intellect towards the object.?? When he says that the divine 
essence is the beatific vision of the human intellect (or that it is the 
intellect's formal cognition — strictly in the context of the beatific vi- 
sion), *vision" (or *cognition") should be understood in the first sense: 
the divine essence is itself the form that brings the intellect to actuality 
in the beatific vision, playing the same role as the intelligible species 
does in the cognition of material realities. 

'The mental act in the first sense is what Ripa's contemporaries would 
refer to as a word or concept. Like Scotus and in line with the Franciscan 
tradition, Ripa identifies the concept with the mental act; taking one 
step further, he also identifies the mental act understood in this way 
with the species in intellectual memory. His argument is that both the 
species and the intellectual act are representations of the same object, 
so there is no reason to distinguish them.?9 They are not only identical 
in terms of intentional content, they are one and the same entity.10° 


°7 Some of these aspects are discussed by VIGNAUX, « La connaissance comme 


apparentia », esp. pp. 42-44, 46-47, 52. 

For example, IOHANNES DE RIPA, Determinationes, q. 2, art. 3, ed. COMBES, 
Paris 1957, p. 241, Il. 5-8. 

IOHANNES DE RIPA, Determinationes, q. 2, art. 3, concl. 1, ed. COMBES, p. 242, 
ll. 32-46. 
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This species-concept actualizes the intellect, becomes united with it 
in the cognitive act, and terminates the movement of the intellect, which 
makes it the immediate object of cognition.!?! In the cognition of sen- 
sible things, any extra-mental object is only present to the intellect 
intentionally (intentionaliter), but the cognitive act (or concept), as a 
representation of the object, is present to the intellect in itself (realiter) 
and is apprehended directly. The cognitive act, however, is not an object 
of cognition in itself (in esse absoluto) but only as a representation of 
something else (in esse speciei).19? 

Ripa refers to the object as cognized (as opposed to the object as 
a real entity, existing extra-mentally) as apparentia obiectiva, and to 
the concept or species as apparentia formalis. 'l'his terminology evokes 
Peter Auriol’s famous doctrine of “apparent being" as the object of cog- 
nition.!5 Against Peter Auriol, however, (at least as he understands 
Auriol), Ripa stresses that apparent being is neither a legitimate onto- 
logical category (that is, a distinct type of being) nor something that 
belongs intrinsically to extra-mental things. According to Ripa, the ap- 
parent being of an object is reducible to the real being of the species 
or cognitive act; for Ripa, like for Scotus, cognitive acts and species are 
real (categorial) entities: they are qualities in the intellect. In Ripa's 
terminology, apparentia obiectiva, the object as cognized, is identical 
with apparentia formalis, the species or act in which the object is rep- 
resented. 104 


100 JOHANNES DE RIPA, Determinationes, q. 2, art. 4, concl. 3, ed. COMBES, p. 266, 


Il. 92-95. 

For example, IOHANNES DE RIPA, Determinationes, q. 2, art. 4, concl. 3, ed. 
COMBES, p. 266, ll. 85-96. 

IOHANNES DE RIPA, Determinationes, q. 2, art. 3, concl. 4, ed. COMBES, 
pp. 245-246, ll. 28-47; p. 248, ll. 19-23. Also, IOHANNES DE RIPA, Determi- 
nationes, q. 2, art. 2, concl. 1, ed. COMBES, p. 374, ll. 65-75. The model behind 
this theory is that of the divine cognition: the immediate object of God's intel- 
lect, even when knowing created things, is the divine essence. Created things are 
represented in the divine essence as in a species. See IOHANNES DE RIPA, De- 
terminationes, q. 2, art. 3, concl. 5, ed. COMBES, p. 248, IL 23-34; pp. 374-375, 
Il. 75-92. 

For Auriol's concept of apparent being, see FRIEDMAN, Intellectual Tra- 
ditions, pp. 579-588, R.L. FRIEDMAN, “Peter Auriol" in The Stanford 
Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Winter 2016 Edition), ed. E.N. ZALTA, 
https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2016/entries/auriol/ (last accessed 31 
March 2020) (esp. ch. 3 and 4). 

IOHANNES DE RIPA, Determinationes, q. 3, art. 2, concl. 1, ed. COMBES, p. 376, 
Il. 29-38: “(...) cujuslibet objecti cogniti idem est omnino cognitum et cognitio 
sed cujuslibet talis idem est esse cognitum et esse apparens obiectivum: ergo 
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According to Ripa’s theory, any kind of cognition in which the cogni- 
tive act is distinct from the object is mediated cognition, since the cog- 
nitive act itself is both a representation of the object and what the cog- 
nitive faculty first apprehends. This distinction between act and object 
holds for some forms of cognition, such as sensory cognition, tradition- 
ally labeled as “intuitive” and therefore direct. Ripa, however, recognizes 
more than one type of intuitive cognition. In sense perception — the 
only intuitive cognition that human beings have in this life — the cogni- 
tive act is indeed distinct from the object. Although it still qualifies as 
intuitive cognition, it is an inferior type, because it is indirect (enigmat- 
eo), UD The highest degree of intuitive cognition is that in which the 
cognition (or concept) is identical with the extra-mental thing cognized; 
this is the kind of cognition God and the separate intelligences have of 
their own essences.!06 

Ripa also maintains that any immaterial substance can be its own in- 
telligible species in the intellectual memory.!°’ What Ripa means by this 
is that an intellect can perceive directly an immaterial substance (like 
angels and the human mind) without the need for a distinct intelligi- 
ble species, and such a substance can fullfill, in relation to the intellect, 
all the functions that an intelligible species fulfills in the cognition of 
material things; it can represent itself better than any quality produced 
by the intellect, it can bring the intellect from potentiality to actuality, 
and it is ontologically more perfect that any representation, which also 


etc. (...) Item, esse cognitum est esse intentionale in anima: igitur est esse 
relucentie; et per consequens sicut species objecti et relucentia objecti idem est, 
ita esse intentionale et esse cognitum est idem realiter speciei in qua relucet.” 
Also, IOHANNES DE RIPA, Determinationes, q. 3, art. 2, concl. 1, ed. COMBES, 
p. 376, ll. 40-46; IOHANNES DE RIPA, Determinationes, q. 2, art. 3, concl. 5, ed. 
COMBES, p. 250, Il. 78-89. 

IOHANNES DE RIPA, Determinationes, q. 2, art. 3, concl. 5, ed. COMBES, p. 250, 
11. 90-99. Also, IOHANNES DE RIPA, Determinationes, q. 3, art. 2, concl. 1, ed. 
COMBES, p. 371, ll. 80-87. 

IOHANNES DE RIPA, Lectura super primum Sententiarum. Prologi quaestiones 
ultimae, q. 3, art. 3, concl. 1, ed. A. COMBES, Paris 1970, p. 158, Il. 22-25; 
IOHANNES DE RIPA, Prologi quaestiones ultimae, pars Il, q. 6, art. 1, ed. 
A. COMBES, pp. 362-364. 

IOHANNES DE RIPA, Determinationes, q. 2, art. 4, concl. 1, ed. COMBES, p. 259, 
ll. 6-7: “Prima conclusio: Cujuslibet immaterialis substantie essentia est proprie 
memorie species intelligibilis seu vitalis forma” IOHANNES DE RIPA, Determi- 
nationes, q. 2, art. 4, concl. 2, ed. COMBES, p. 263, ll. 21-22: “Cujuslibet 
intellectualis substantie memorie sola propria essentia est species intelligibilis de 
sua essentia adequata.” 
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makes it more intelligible.!09 Since, according to Ripa's theory, any in- 
telligible species can also be a cognitive act in the sense explained above, 
so can any immaterial essence. 0? 

What Ripa establishes in relation to immaterial substances also ap- 
plies to the beatific vision. Moreover, according to the conditions de- 
fined in 1 Cor. 13, 12, the beatific vision cannot be indirect (enigmat- 
ica) — therefore, cognition and the cognized thing must be identical.!!? 
'The divine essence itself is the species and concept by which the human 
intellect is actualized in the beatific vision. This means that the blessed 
know the divine essence by means of the same “form” (which is the di- 
vine essence itself) by which God knows himself. The only difference 
between the two is one of degree: the human intellect cannot grasp the 
divine essence to the same degree to which God knows himself. However 
limited, though, this cognition still qualifies as properly intuitive.!!! 

Ripa points out that, if the divine essence were seen by means of an 
act distinct from itself — by means of a created act, as some of his op- 
ponents maintain!? — then the immediate object of the intellect would 


105 JOHANNES DE RIPA, Determinationes, q. 2, art. 4, concl 1, ed. COMBES, 


pp. 260-261, Il. 27-57. 

IOHANNES DE RIPA, Determinationes, q. 2, art. 4, concl. 3, ed. COMBES, p. 264, 
ll. 37-39: “Sumendo intellectionem pro forma vitali intelligentie, in statu nature 
integre quelibet intellectualis essentia est proprie intelligentie actualis notitia." 
As Ripa mentions, as far as the human intellect is concerned, this conclusion 
only applies to the state before the fall and to the blessed state — not to that 
of the human intellect in this life. 

IOHANNES DE RIPA, Lectura super primum Sententiarum. Prologi quaestiones I 
& IT, q. 1, art. 3, ed. A. COMBES, Paris 1961, vol. I, p. 269, Il. 100-13. 
IOHANNES DE RIPA, Determinationes, q. 3, art. 2, concl. 1, ed. COMBES, p. 372, 
ll. 2-17. See also IOHANNES DE RIPA, Prologi quaestiones I & IT, q. 1, art. 4, 
ed. COMBES, p. 267, ll. 59-62: *(...) nam divina essentia eque est visio pro- 
prie intelligentie sicut species memorie divine, et eque proportionalis intelligentie 
create in esse visionis sicut memorie in esse speciei, non obstante immensitate 
excessus utrobique (...).” 

One of these opponents is Gregory of Rimini, whose views are discussed below; 
another one is Ascensius of St. Colombe. For Ascensius, see Z. KALUZA, « La 
nature des écrits de Jean de Ripa », in Traditio 43 (1987), pp. 257-298, at 
p. 288; RUELLO, « Le probléme de la vision béatifique », p. 145. Ripa mentions, 
however, that he does not mean to claim that seeing the divine essence by means 
of a created act would not qualify as intuitive cognition — he just wants to point 
out that a theory according to which the act is identical with the divine essence 
does more justice to description of the beatific cognition from I Cor 13, 12, and, 
moreover, that a beatific vision in which the act was identical with the divine 
essence would be more perfect than one that occurred by means of a created act. 
See IOHANNES DE RIPA, Prologi quaestiones ultimae, q. 3, art. 3, concl. 1, ed. 
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not be the divine essence, but the act representing it. Consequently, that 
cognition would not be intuitive in the most proper sense (propriissime 
intuitiva).!? Moreover, a created representation, being limited itself, 
could not provide the human intellect with an appropriate knowledge of 
the divine essence: he argues that, in order for the intellect to be able 
to infer intuitively that the divine essence is infinite, the “species” that 
represents it (apparentia formalis) must also be infinite.!!^ His claim, 
therefore, is that the divine essence plays, in relation to the divine in- 
tellect, both the role of the object-as-represented and that of the repre- 
sentation or species; or, in Ripa's terms, it is both apparentia obiectiva 
and apparentia formalis. 

Ripa also argues that his theory does not imply that the divine essence 
informs the human intellect. He distinguishes between two ways in 
which a form can cause a change in a subject: by way of informatio and 
by way of immutatio vitalis. By way of informatio, the form's being is 
communicated to the subject.!? Ripa argues that no form qualifies as 
“cognition” or “volition” because it informs a subject, which means that 
no form brings a faculty to an intentional state (cognizing or willing) 
by informing it, i.e. by communicating to that faculty something that 
belongs to it intrinsically. As Ripa points out, any form that informs a 
subject can only communicate to that subject something it (the form) 
already has, something that belongs to it intrinsically and essentially. 
However, no form is “cognition” or “volition” essentially and intrinsi- 
cally. In short, in Ripa's opinion, a form could only bring a subject into 
an intentional state by way of informatio if it possessed intentionality 
itself.!!ó Since this is not the case, a form can only be cognition or 


COMBES, pp. 159-160, Il. 58-62; pp. 160-161, 11. 85-88. See also RUELLO, « Le 
probléme de la vision béatifique », p. 160. 

IOHANNES DE RIPA, Prologi quaestiones ultimae, q. 3, art. 3, concl. 1, ed. 
COMBES, p. 159, ll. 44—54; p. 160, IL. 74-82. He brings similar arguments against 
the idea of the beatific vision being mediated by a species: IOHANNES DE RIPA, 
Prologi quaestiones ultimae, q. 3, art. 2, concl. 2, ed. COMBES, p. 116, ll. 55-58; 
p. 118, ll. 20-24. See RUELLO, « Le probléme de la vision béatifique », p. 168. 
IOHANNES DE RIPA, Prologi quaestiones I € II, q. 1, art. 4, ed. COMBES, p. 271, 
]l. 43-50. 

For example, IOHANNES DE RIPA, Prologi quaestiones I & IT, q. 1, art. 4, ed. 
COMBES, p. 241, ll. 82-83, p. 283, Il. 66-69. 

IOHANNES DE RIPA, Prologi quaestiones I & IT, q. 1, art. 4, concl. 3, ed. COMBES, 
pp. 236-237, ll. 69-88: “Volo dicere quod nulla forma, que est cognitio vel volitio, 
denominatur talis ex hoc quod informat potentiam vitalem, ita quod denomine- 
tur vitalis forma seu operatio ex hoc quod est informative in subiecto vitali. 
Probatur: nam informatio est quedam communicatio esse talis forme subiecto 
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volition (i.e. it can be the kind of form that brings about an intentional 
state) when belonging to a subject capable of intentional states, such 
as the intellect or another cognitive or intentional faculty. Ripa makes 
this point by saying that a form can only be referred to as “cognition” 
or “representation” by extrinsic denomination: not because of what the 
form is essentially, but only on account of its being related to a cognitive 
faculty as cognitive, i.e. as a subject capable of intentional states. In 
other words, a form is “cognition” because of what the cognitive faculty 
is and does, and not because of what the form itself is or can do.!!* 
Immutatio vitalis is described as an alteration specific to cognitive 
faculties of living subjects, which consists in the actualization of such 
a faculty as cognitive. Like Peter Auriol,!? Ripa equates “living” 


formabili, ita quod idem est aliquid per informationem alicuius forme esse ali- 
quale et per communicationem sui esse fieri tale. Sed nulla qualitas, que est 
cognitio vel volitio seu qualiscumque vitalis operatio, potest per communica- 
tionem sui esse reddere potentiam formaliter cognoscere vel velle seu vitaliter 
operari: igitur etc. Minor probatur: nam quidquid per communicationem sui 
reddit aliquid aliquale, est prius in se essentialiter tale; sicut albedo prius est 
in se essentialiter et intrinsece albedo quam aliquid per communicationem sui 
reddat formaliter album, et per prius habet actum albedinis in se — puta al- 
bere — quam aliquid habeat talem actum per sui communicationem. Sed nulla 
cognitio vel volitio, que est qualitas, est essentialiter et intrinsece cognitio vel 
volitio seu vitalis operatio — ex prima conclusione - ; igitur nullam potentiam 
potest reddere formaliter cognoscere, vel velle, seu vitaliter tendere in obiectum, 
ex sola communicatione formali sui esse. See also IOHANNES DE RIPA, Prologi 
quaestiones I & IT, q. 1, art. 4, concl. 3, ed. COMBES, p. 237, ll. 89-98. 

IOHANNES DE RIPA, Prologi quaestiones I & IT, q. 1, art. 4, concl. 4, ed. COMBES, 
p. 242, ll. 85-93: Quarta conclusio: Ex sola habitudine ad potentiam vitalem 
seu perceptivam seu operativam, quecumque vitalis operatio denominatur cog- 
nitio, vel volitio, seu qualiscumque vitalis unio cum obiecto. Probatur: nam 
nulla talis qualitas denominatur vitalis intrinsece, cum non sit essentia, que sit 
in se vita — sicut patet ex prima conclusione.Igitur ex sola habitudine extrin- 
seca denominatur talis et nonnisi ex habitudine ad potentiam vitalem, quam 
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actuat — ut notum est — : igitur ex sola habitudine extrinseca denominatur 
talis, et nonnisi ex habitudine ad potentiam vitalem, quam actuat — ut notum 
est — : nam, si esset simpliciter separata, nulli esset vitalis operatio, quoniam 


nec sibi nec alteri (...). Also, IOHANNES DE RIPA, Prologi quaestiones I & II, 
q. 1, art. 4, ed. COMBES, p. 282, ll. 26-29: * (...) nam quod talis qualitas sit 
actu species, vel actu similitudo obiecti isto modo, hoc non competit isti quali- 
tati per essentialem denominationem, sed tantum per extrinsecam habitudinem 
ad potentiam intellectivam ut vitalem et perceptivam." 

IOHANNES DE RIPA, Prologi quaestiones I & II, q. 1, art. 4, ed. COMBES, p. 242, 
]. 89 — p. 243, L 11. 

R.L. FRIEDMAN, *Act, Species, and Appearance. Peter Auriol on Intellec- 
tual Cognition and Consciousness," in /ntentionality, Cognition, and Mental 
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with “capable of cognition," which is why the change by which a fac- 
ulty becomes actually cognizant is referred to as immutatio vitalis. Ripa 
repeatedly defines immutatio vitalis as “the intentional unity of the fac- 
ulty with the object” (unio intentionalis potentie cum obiecto); ?? he 
also refers to it as an “intentional change" (immutatio intentionalis) "21 
and equates it with an “objective perfection" (obiectiva perfectio) or an 
“objective act” (actus obiectivus).?? In the Determinationes, he points 
out that, for such a union to occur, the real presence of an object capable 
of being cognized is not sufficient — what is required is for the object 
to be present intentionally, and this can only occur as a result of the 
intellect’s movement towards the object.!?? We can conclude, therefore, 
that immutatio vitalis is associated with an intentional contact between 
a faculty and the object, and it depends on the nature of the intellect 
as a living (vital) entity, and on the active role played by the intellect 
in the process of cognition. 

Ripa does not deny that, in the normal course of cognition, immutatio 
vitalis and informatio can go together (species and acts of cognition are 
qualities inhering in the cognitive faculties).'°4 However, what he wants 
to show is that cognition is defined mainly as an intentional contact 


Representation in Medieval Philosophy, ed. G. KLIMA, New York 2015, 
pp. 141-165, at pp. 146-147: “Auriol in fact basically sets up an equivalency 
between the possession of life and life forces, on the one hand, and appearing 
and cognition, on the other: since cognition only happens when there is appear- 
ing going on, and appearing only happens where there is life or a vital force, 
only living things can be cognitive and all cognition requires a life force of some 
kind.” 

For example, IOHANNES DE RIPA, Prologi quaestiones I & IT, q. 1, art. 4, ed. 
COMBES, p. 229, ll. 8-9. 

IOHANNES DE RIPA, Prologi quaestiones I & II, q. 1, art. 1, concl. 4, ed. COMBES, 
p. 33, II. 21-22. 

IOHANNES DE RIPA, Prologi quaestiones I €i IT, q. 1, art. 1, concl. 4, ed. COMBES, 
p. 35, ll. 74-75. 

IOHANNES DE RIPA, Determinationes, q. 2, art. 4, concl. 3, ed. COMBES, 
pp. 271-272, ll. 38-45. Ripa also points out that there are always qualities 
that inform the intellect, but these are not actual cognition in the sense defined 
above: he refers to the species that are stored in the possible intellect without 
being actively cognized. These qualities can begin and cease to be actual cogni- 
tion without any change occurring in them, and without informing the intellect 
again. The only thing that changes is the way they are related to the intellect. 
See IOHANNES DE RIPA, Prologi quaestiones I € II, q. 1, art. 4, concl. 5, ed. 
COMBES, pp. 250-251, ll. 87-104; IOHANNES DE RIPA, Prologi quaestiones I Ë 
IT, q. 1, art. 4, concl. 6, ed. COMBES, p. 254, ll. 56-60. 

IOHANNES DE RIPA, Prologi quaestiones I & II, q. 1, art. 4, ed. COMBES, p. 229, 
]l. 5-12. 
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between the faculty and the object, which is made possible by the vital 
or active nature of the faculty itself, and should not be identified with 
the real alteration that comes about as a result of a form subjectively 
inhering in a faculty. 

Ripa’s rejection of cognition as informatio is a reaction to the view 
according to which an act of understanding is a real change caused by 
the inherence of a form in the intellect, as a result of which the intellect 
goes from being potentially cognizant to being actually cognizant. He 
explicitely associates the theory of beatific vision as information of the 
human intellect by the divine essence with the name of Aquinas,!?? but 
his arguments against cognition as informatio in general could just as 
well be directed against Scotist noetics. 

Aquinas!?6 describes cognition as a type of accidental change, an al- 
teration which comes about as a result of the cognitive faculty possessing 
a form it did not have before — the form of the cognized object. In the 
case of intellection, this form is the intelligible species received by the 
possible intellect. Aquinas does point out that the kind of alteration as 
a result of which a cognitive faculty cognizes its object is different from 
the kind of change that occurs when a natural (non-cognitive) subject 
receives a form. 'l'he most common example is that of receiving the form 
of a color, as a result of which a natural subject, such as a wall, would 
become that color (say, white), while a cognitive faculty does not be- 
come white, but becomes so configured as to know whiteness. Aquinas 
refers to the alteration specific to cognitive subjects as intentional or 
spiritual alteration (immutatio spiritualis), and to the other one as a 
natural alteration (immutatio naturalis). ?" However, in spite of this 
distinction, one of the objections brought against Aquinas' theory of 
cognition was that it could not account in a satisfactory way for what 
makes cognitive acts different from other kinds of accidental changes 
brought about by the inherence of a form in a subject. For instance, 
Henry of Ghent points out that a species’ being in the intellect as in a 
subject can only result in the intellect's acquiring a new attribute, but 


125 IOHANNES DE RIPA, Determinationes, q. 3, art. 1, concl. 2, ed. COMBES, p. 302, 


Il. 5-21. 

See J.E. BROWER and S. BROWER-TOLAND, “Aquinas on Mental Represen- 
tation: Concepts and Intentionality," in Philosophical Review 117/2 (2008), 
pp. 193-243, esp. pp. 196-201; R. PASNAU, Theories of Cognition in the Later 
Middle-Ages, Cambridge 1997, esp. pp. 13-14, 31-35. 

For references and discussion of this distinction, see BROWER-TOLAND, “Aquinas 
on Mental Representation," pp. 199-200; PASNAU, Theories of Cognition, p. 14. 
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it cannot explain how the intellect can be intentionally directed at an 
object.!?5 Scotus tries to solve this problem by showing that a species 
is not only a real thing, causing a real, qualitative change in the intel- 
lect, but also a carrier of intentional content — the object as cognized 
"shines forth" in the species. The first aspect accounts for the cognitive 
act being a real change in the intellect, and the second one accounts 
for the intentionality of the cognitive act (being about or directed at a 
certain object). However, he still maintains that the object as cognized 
can only be in the intellect by means of the real form — therefore, an in- 
tentional change is always accompanied by a real change.!?? For Scotus, 
intellection implies the possession of a quality, on account of which the 
intellect is ^in a certain way" (quale) — say, cognizant. This goes both 
for habitual cognition (as compared to pure potentiality) and for actual 
cognition (as compared to the previous state of habitual cognition ).!?? 
Ripa’s own position can be described as a development of the Scotist 
one, and in the same time an attempt to move beyond it. Like Scotus, 
he distinguishes between the bearer of intentional content — the species 
of cognitive act as a real entity (apparentia formalis) and the intentional 
content or object as represented (apparentia obiectiva). He also insists 
that these two aspects are, ontologically, one and the same thing. What 
he does not agree with is, obviously, the idea that the intentional change 
can only occur together with (and by means of) a real change brought 
about by a form subjectively inhering in the intellect. He believes that 
it is possible for only the intentional aspect (the object as cognized) to 
be communicated to and to become united with the intellect. In other 
words, a cognitive act can be explained only in terms of an intentional 


128 This is one of Henry of Ghent's arguments against intelligible species repeatedly 


quoted by Scotus. For references and discussion, see P. KING, “Duns Scotus on 
Mental content," in Duns Scot à Paris 1302-2002: Actes du colloque de Paris, 
2-4 septembre 2002, ed. O. BOULNOIS, E. KARGER, J.-L. SOLERE, G. SONDAG 
(Textes et Etudes du Moyen Age, 26), Turnhout 2004, pp. 65-88, at p. 71. 
Henry's objection against intelligible species inhering in the intellect like in a 
subject and Ripa's rejection of cognition as information seem to be based on 
similar concerns — the fact that the hylomorphic model can only account for a 
"real" accidental change in a subject, but it cannot explain why such a change 
would correspond to an intentional state. 

IOHANNES Duns Scotus, The Examined Report of the Paris Lecture. Repor- 
tatio I-A: Latin Text and English Translation, trans. and ed. A.B. WOLTER, 
O.V. BYCHKOV, vol. 1, St. Bonaventure, New York 2004, p. 218, §119. See 
P. KING, “Duns Scotus on Mental content,” pp. 72-74. 

IOHANNES DUNS Scorus, Ordinatio, Liber Primus, d. 3, part 3, q. 2, ed. BALIC, 
p. 321, ll. 9-13, 18-19. 
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change, or an intentional union of the intellect with its object, and there 
is no need for this process to be accompanied by a real change, caused by 
the subjective inherence of new quality — species or cognitive act — in 
the intellect. 

For the beatific vision, this means that the divine essence can com- 
municate itself to the human intellect as a represented object, without 
also communicating its being.!°! This is still intuitive cognition in the 
most proper sense, because the divine essence is not only present to the 
intellect intentionally, as an object of cognition, but also really: the di- 
vine essence is both the vehicle of the intentional content (apparentia 
formalis) and the object as cognized (apparentia obiectiva) — but it be- 
comes united with the human intellect only as an object of cognition. 
'This is how Ripa can claim that the divine essence is the formal cognition 
of the human intellect (i.e. it is the form immediately responsible for the 
beatific cognition of God), even though the human intellect is changed 
by the divine essence only inasmuch as it is an object of cognition.!?? 

For Ripa’s opponents, the distinction between immutatio vitalis and 
informatio does not make sense: they do not accept the idea that an 
intellect could be actualized by a form that does not inhere in it, and 
they believe it is not possible to explain the intellect's passing from 
a state of potentiality to one of completion without having within it 
something it did not have before. According to these opponents, only 


131 JOHANNES DE RIPA, Determinationes, q. 3, art. 2, concl. 2, ed. COMBES, 


p. 394-395, ll. 65-70: “Ad primam enim dicerem quod in vitali immutatione 
divina essentia non communicatur realiter ut ratio essendi sic vel sic, sed solum 
intentionaliter ut rationem cognoscendi; et isto modo deitas communicatur crea- 
ture beate, quoniam si est sibi cognitio beatifica de sua natura, igitur in esse 
deitatis communicatur intentionaliter quoniam est apparentia objectiva ipsi crea- 
ture de suo esse deitatis (...).”; p. 395, IL 81-82: *(...) divina essentia potest 
esse apparentia objectiva de suo esse eterno, et per consequens in tali esse uniri 
vitaliter intellectui." 

JOHANNES DE RIPA, Determinationes, q. 1, art. 1, ed. COMBES, pp. 35-36, 
ll. 81-94. Ripa adds that he would prefer to refer to the divine essence as 
the objective cognition (notitia obiectiva) of the human intellect, rather than as 
the formal cognition, because most people would associate the last term with a 
form inhering in the intellect. However, the term "objective cognition" itself is 
equivocal: it can be understood either as an object that is directly present to 
the faculty, or as one that act on it by means of a representation. This last case 
in incompatible with the role Ripa wants to attribute to the divine essence in 
the beatific vision. However, when understood in the first way, Ripa points out 
that the “objective cognition" is identical with the “formal cognition.” See also 
IOHANNES DE RIPA, Determinationes, q. 1, art. 1, ed. COMBES, p. 33, IL 13-22; 
p. 35, Il. 71-80. 


132 


Verbum Domini super Iohannem 


the process of information, in which something is really communicated 
to the cognitive faculty, can account for the kind of change that occurs 
when the intellect becomes cognizant.!?? 


3.2. Brammart vs. Ripa 


In the Prologue to his Sentences commentary and in the Determina- 
tiones, Ripa argues against three main types of opinion, that can be 
summarized as follows: (1) those who maintained that, in the beatific 
vision, the divine essence served as the formal cognition of the human 
intellect, but failed to distinguish between informatio and immutatio 
vitalis, holding therefore that the divine essence did, in fact, inform 
the human intellect;!?^ (2) those who rejected the idea that the divine 
essence could inform the human intellect, and, on this account, also 
rejected the thesis that the divine essence could serve as the formal cog- 
nition of the human intellect, since they believed it was impossible for 
the divine essence to play such a role without also informing the intellect 
(in other words, they also failed to distinguish informatio and immutatio 


vitalis); #5 (3) those who maintained that the divine essence was known 


133 IOHANNES DE RIPA, Determinationes, q. 1, art. 2, concl. 2, ed. COMBES, p. 223, 


ll. 41-43: “Si talis immutatio esset possibilis sine informatione, sequitur possibile 
fore unam intelligentiam creatam cognoscere formaliter per notitiam existentem 
in alia intelligentia subjective; pp. 224-225, ll. 71-77: “Ad idem sequitur non 
esse necessarium naturam intellectualem mutatam esse eo quod noviter aliquid 
cognovisset vel dilexisset aut etiam quia beatifica fuisset. Consequentia patet, 
quoniam vel a. natura intellectualis noviter denominatur cognoscens aut diligens 
ex aliquo esse sibi communicate intrinsece (et hoc non nisi per informationem), 
vel precise ex quadam denominatione extrinseca, et tunc a non mutatur." 

Ripa tells us that this was a Franciscan theologian, and Z. Katuza argues that 
it might be Ascensius of St. Colombe, who held this opinion while Ripa was 
writing his Prologue, but and changed his mind subsequently, because in the 
Determinationes he is cited as the holder of the opposite view (ie. that the 
divine essence could not inform the human intellect). Kaluza also argues that, 
by the time of Ripa's Determinationes, there were almost no more theologians 
who held this opinion — Ripa himself can only name one, the Dominican Jean 
D'Issy, who, nevertheless, does not commit to this view, but presents it merely 
as a possibility. See KALUZA, « La nature des écrits de Jean de Ripa », pp. 280, 
288-201. 

This opinion was held by Ripa’s main opponent in the Determinationes (“Mag- 
ister contra quem principaliter ago"), whom Katuza identifies with Ascensius 
of St. Colombe. According to Kaluza, it is likely that Ascensius had a rad- 
ical change of heart on this topic, and in his own Determinationes he argues 
against the idea of the human intellect being informed by the divine essence. 
The Dominican Guillaume Romani, one of Ripa’s socii, also argues against the 
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by means of a created act or species. ? Opinions (2) and (3) were 


sometimes held together: for example, by Ascensius of St. Colombe, 
Ripa’s main adversary in the Determinationes, and by Gregory of Ri- 
mini, whose views are discussed by Ripa as arguments against his own 
opinion. 137 

Brammart places himself on the side of Ripa's opponents — specifica- 
lly, on the side of those who held the last two opinions — and expresses 
his disagreement with Ripa on two main points: (1) the idea that an 
immaterial essence can be its own cognition and (2) the idea that the 
human intellect can have the divine essence as its formal cognition with- 
out being informed by it. The first point has the implication that, in the 
beatific vision, the divine essence itself actualizes the intellect directly, 
without the need for any other species or concept, a position Brammart 
cannot accept because, in his view, the disproportion between the di- 
vine intellect and the human mind does not not allow for such a direct 
contact between them. The second point is based on Ripa’s controver- 
sial distinction between informatio and immutatio vitalis, by means of 
which the Franciscan tries to show that, because of the specific nature 
of the contact between a cognitive faculty and its object, the ontolog- 
ical disproportion between the human mind and the divine intellect is 
not an issue. Since Brammart does not recognize the validity of Ripa’s 
disinction, however, the ontological disproportion remains a problem. 


3.2.1. The Cognitive Act Must Be Distinct from the Object. 
John of Brammart and Gregory of Rimini. 


Brammart discusses the self-knowledge of immaterial essences in the 
third thesis of the first part (the part in which he focuses on the word 
as species). In a phrase that combines his own terminology with that 
of Ripa, Brammart explains that an immaterial substance can be its 


possibility of informatio by the divine essence. KALUZA, « La nature des écrits 
de Jean de Ripa », pp. 82-83, 87-91. See also RUELLO, «Le probléme de la vision 
béatifique », pp. 133-134. 

RUELLO, «Le probléme de la vision béatifique », pp. 130-132. For the opin- 
ions of Ripa's opponents, see RUELLO, «Le probléme de la vision béatifique », 
pp. 129-130, 145. 

For Ascensius, see KALUZA, « La nature des écrits de Jean de Ripa », p. 288; 
RUELLO, «Le probléme de la vision béatifique », p. 143. Rimini's view will be 
discussed in the following section. 
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own intelligible species (the *word" in the intellectual memory), but no 
created substance can be its own cognition (perceptio vitalis).19* 


Tertia conclusio: licet quaelibet immaterialis substantia proprie 
memoriae sit verbum intellectuale et species mentalis, nulla tamen 
essentia creata est proprie cognitio sui perceptioque vitalis.!?? 


The first part of Brammart’s statement is in agreement with Ripa’s po- 
sition, and for the same reasons given by the Franciscan: any immaterial 
substance is intelligible in itself, so there is no need for a species to rep- 
resent it.140 What this means for the beatific vision is that no created 
intelligible species is required: the divine essence, like any immaterial 
essence, is immediately knowable to the human intellect. In the second 
part of the statement, however, Brammart opposes Ripa's claim that 
an immaterial substance can be its own cognition — a claim that, as 
we have seen, has important implications for Ripa's theory of beatific 
vision. 

What is more, the arguments that Brammart brings in support of 
his statement are taken from Gregory of Rimini, from a discussion on 
angelic cognition in which Rimini makes the case for the necessity of 
distinguishing the cognitive act from the species preserved in the pos- 
sible intellect (or from the immaterial object that takes the place of 
the species). Ripa refers to this exact discussion in the Prologue of his 
Sentences commentary, where he quotes Rimini's arguments as a case 
against his (Ripa’s) own position.!^! Brammart chooses to take a stand 
against Ripa with Rimini's arguments, which clearly shows the side he 
takes in this debate. 


Brammart is responding here to a number of problems Ripa discusses in Deter- 
minationes, q. 2, art. 4: (1) whether the essence of an immaterial substance is 
its own memory species (concl. 1-2), and (2) whether an immaterial essence is 
also its own actual cognition (concl. 3-5). 

IOHANNES BRAMMART, Principium I, Wertheim, Kirchenbibl. 608, f. 5ra. 
JOHANNES BRAMMART, Principium I, Wertheim, Kirchenbibl. 608, f. 5ra: 
“Prima pars probatur, quia omnis entitas immaterialis sufficienter praesens in- 
tellectui est ex se intelligibilis ab intellectu absque specie media; sed quaevis 
immaterialis substantia est huiusmodi; igitur etc.” 

IOHANNES DE RIPA, Prologi quaestiones I & II, q. 1, art. 4, ed. COMBES, 
pp. 290-291, ll. 52-66. The references to Rimini are noted by the editor in 
the critical apparatus. 
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GREGORIUS ARIMINENSIS, 

Lectura super primum et secundum 
Sententiarum. Super secundum. 
Distinctiones 6-18, d. 7, q. 2, art. 1, 
ed. A.D. TRAPP, V. MARCOLINO, 
M. SANTOS-Noya (Spätmittelalter 
und Reformation Texte und Unter- 
suchungen, 10), Berlin-New York, 
1979, vol. V, p. 74, ll. 6-15; p. 73, 
Il. 12-15. 


Item 9, capitulo 12: *Liquido, inquid, 
tenendum est quod omnis res, quam- 
cumque cognoscimus, congenerat in 
nobis notitiam sui. Ab utroque, 
enim, notitia partitur, a cognoscente 
et cognitum. Itaque mens, cum seip- 
sam cognoscit, sola parens est noti- 
tiae suae; et cognitum enim et cog- 
nitor ipsa est. Erat autem sibi ipsa 
noscibilis, et antequam se nosset, sed 
notita sui non erat in ea, cum se ipsa 
non noverat? Ex his etiam patet 
propositum: Tum quia nulla res gig- 
nit se ipsa, postquam non fuit. Noti- 
tia autem, qua mens noscit se, dum 
se noscit, cum ante non nosset, est in 
ea, cum ante tamen in ea non esset, 
secundum Augustinum. (...) 
Consequentia patet, quoniam, si uno 
tempore mens est notitia sui ipsius, 
eadem ratione et semper, cum sem- 
per uniformiter sit et obiectum et po- 
tentia, et omne quod requiritur ad in- 
telligendum se; hoc supposito quin- 
immo ipsa est omne ad hoc requisi- 
tum. 


IOHANNES BRAMMANT, 
Principium I, Wertheim, Kirchen- 
bibl. 608, f. 5ra-5rb. 


Et minor est Augustini 14 De Trini- 
tate, capitulo 4, ubi ait: nihil, inquit, 
tam novit mens quam illud quod sibi 
praesto est, nec menti magis quic- 
quam praesto est quam ipsa sibi, igi- 
tur. 


Secunda pars probatur, quia nulla res 
gignit se ipsam; mens autem gignit 
notitiam sui; igitur ipsa non est sua 
notitia. Tenet consequentia, et maior 
et minor est Augustini 9 De Trinitate, 
capitulo 12, dicens: mens cum seip- 
sam cognoscit sola parens est notitiae 
suae, igitur. 


Tum etiam, si mens foret notitia sui, 
non videtur quin semper actualiter se 
intelligeret, cum semper uniformiter 
se haberent obiectum et potentia et 
omne requisitum ad se intelligendum, 
igitur etc. 


The passages Brammart takes from Rimini make the following points: 


e The mind is always present to itself as an object of knowledge 


e There needs to be a distinction between that from which knowl- 
edge is born (the contents of memory or habitual knowledge, 
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corresponding to the Father in the psychological model of the Trin- 
ity) and the knowledge itself (actual knowledge, corresponding to 
the Son in the psychological model). 


e If there were no such distinction, the mind would know itself in an 
uninterrupted act. 


These points have significant implications for the problem of the beatific 
vision, since the beatific vision is itself a type of cognition in which the 
intellect knows an immaterial essence. What Brammart wants to show 
with the arguments from the table above is that an immaterial essence 
cannot be the form that brings the intellect to actuality; there needs to 
be a distinction between such a form and the cognized object, even when 
the object is immaterial and immediately present to the intellect. The 
noetic model that Brammart takes from Rimini is therefore incompatible 
with Ripa’s claim that, in the beatific vision, the divine essence itself is 
the formal cognition of the blessed intellect. 

Rimini’s noetic model and its implications for the beatific vision will 
become clearer if we take a closer look at the context of Rimini’s discus- 
sion from which Brammart takes the arguments in the table above. In 
book II, d. 7, q. 2, art. 1, Rimini discusses the relation between the intel- 
lect, the mental act, and the object of cognition. He argues that an act 
of intellection (intellectio) is distinct both from the intellect and from 
its object — whether that object is construed as an external entity, or 
as a form existing in the intellect. This is also the case for the intellect’s 
self-knowledge: the act in which the intellect knows itself is distinct 
from the intellect, both as cognizer and as object of cognition: Si intel- 
lectus intelligit se, intellectio actualis, qua se intelligit, est essentialiter 
distincta ab ipso. 17? 

In the passage copied by Brammart, Rimini discusses two apparently 
contradictory statements on the mind's self-knowledge: that of Augus- 
tine, saying that the mind always understands itself, and that of Aris- 
totle, saying that the (human) intellect does not have a continuous act of 
intellection.!4 Rimini's solution is that Augustine’s statement accord- 
ing to which the mind always understands itself should not be taken to 


GREGORIUS ARIMINENSIS, Super secundum, d. 7, q. 2, art. 1, ed. TRAPP- 
MARCOLINO-SANTOS-NOYA, vol. V, p. 72, 1118-19. 

GREGORIUS ARIMINENSIS, Super secundum, d. 7, q. 2, art. 1, ed. TRAPP- 
MARCOLINO-SANTOS-NOYA, vol. V, p. 72, n. 7; p. 73, n. 8. 
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mean that the mind always understands itself actively, but in habitu. i4 
'The fact that the intellect is always present to itself is associated with 
cognition in habitu — the state in which the intellect possesses an intel- 
ligible form without actually knowing it, and this state is distinguished 
from actual cognition. This means that some other item, apart from the 
faculty and the object present to it, is necessary for the intellect to be 
in a state of actual cognition. 

'The process of cognition, Rimini argues, cannot be explained only by 
the existence of the faculty and the appropriate object: a third thing 
needs to be engendered in the cognitive faculty, and that is the cogni- 
tion (visio) itself. As Rimini explains, the intellect can only become 
cognizant if it has within it a form that makes it so. He refers to actual 
intellection (intellectio actualis) as a form inhering in the intellect. As 
Rimini mentions, it is not sufficient that this form be merely present to 
the intellect — it must inhere in it. !46 

Rimini's point, therefore, is that the availability of a cognizable object 
as cognizable (either by means of a species, or in itself, as in the case of 
an immaterial substance) is not sufficient for actual cognition to occur. 
Actual cognition is a form distinct from the object, that inheres in the 
intellect, and on account of which the intellect is cognizant. 

As an additional argument in favor of this theory, Rimini refers to 
the case of beatific vision. If there is a case in which the object could 
be identical with the act of intellection, he argues, that would be the 
beatific vision, since God is immaterial and therefore cognizable without 
species, and in the beatific vision he is immediately present to the blessed 
intellect. But even in the case of the beatific vision, in which the divine 
essence is so closely present to the human mind, the vision — or the 
intellectual act by means of which the human intellect knows God — is 


14 GREGORIUS ARIMINENSIS, Super secundum, d. 7, q. 2, art. 1, ed. TRAPP- 


MARCOLINO-SANTOS-NOYA, vol. V, p. 72, 1. 30; p. 73, L 4. 

GREGORIUS ARIMINENSIS, Super secundum, d. 7, q. 2, art. 1, ed. TRAPP- 
MARCOLINO-SANTOS-NOYA, vol. V, p. 83, ll. 1-3, 32-34. An object and an 
act of cognition, Rimini suggest, are separable: the quality of different cogni- 
tions regarding the same object can differ, without any change in the being or 
structure of the object. Also, cognitions themselves can exist independently of 
whether their objects exist or not: See GREGORIUS ARIMINENSIS, Super secun- 
dum, d. 7, q. 2, art. 1, ed. 'TRAPP-MARCOLINO-SANTOS-NOYA, vol. V, p. 81, 
l. 31-35. 

GREGORIUS ARIMINENSIS, Super secundum, d. 7, q. 2, art. 1, ed. TRAPP- 
MARCOLINO-SANTOS-NOYA, vol. V, p. 84, ll. 12-16; 19-22. Like the species, 
a cognitive act is a representation of the object — although Rimini suggests that 
the term “representation” is not properly used when applied to the cognitive act, 
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something created. II! Rimini does not really give any arguments for 
his position (he merely appeals to the authority of Augustine), but it 
is easy to assume that the aforementioned theory of cognition plays a 
part: since the only way in which an intellect can become cognizant is by 
having within it a form that makes it so, such a form must be a created 
one. Like many other theologians, Rimini could not accept Aquinas’ 
thesis that essence itself could inform the human intellect.!4* 

Rimini therefore makes several claims that are in contradiction with 
Ripa's doctrine: (1) actual intellection is distinct from the object, even 
when the object is immaterial and intelligible without a species; (2) 
actual intellection is a form that must inhere in the intellect in order for 
cognition to take place; (3) beatific vision is a created form and cannot 
be identified with the divine essence. 

Ripa refers to Rimini as one of the modern doctors who did not accept 
that the divine essence could be the formal cognition of the human 
intellect, and he points specifically to Rimini's thesis that the cognitive 
act and its object are distinct entities. Ripa responds to Rimini by 
arguing that the distinction between habitual and actual knowledge is 
only valid if we consider the state of the human intellect in this life. In 
the state before the fall (as well as in the blessed state), any immaterial 
essence can be its own habitual cognition and its own actual cognition. 
However, this does not mean that the intellect would know itself all the 
time: the mere presence of a cognizable entity in the intellect, Ripa 
argues, does not cause an intentional change (immutatio vitalis), and, 
the other way around, an intentional change can take place without the 
production of any new entity in the intellect. 149 


and the object is represented differently in the species than in the act. However, 
he seems to have in mind a “functional” difference, not a qualitative one: in the 
species, the object is represented as that *in which" the object is known, and in 
the act, as that “by means of which" it is known: GREGORIUS ARIMINENSIS, Su- 
per secundum, d. 7, q. 2, art. 1, ed. TRAPP-MARCOLINO-SANTOS-NOYA, vol. V, 
p. 156, ll. 20-25. 

GREGORIUS ARIMINENSIS, Super secundum, d. 7, q. 2, art. 1, ed. TRAPP- 
MARCOLINO-SANTOS-NOYA, vol. V, p. 85, 1. 1-18. 

In a previous passage Rimini states that the mere presence of the divine essence 
to a creature, without any information of that creature's intellect, is not sufficient 
to cause a knowledge of the divine essence: GREGORIUS ARIMINENSIS, Super se- 
cundum, d. 7, q. 2, art. 1, ed. TRAPP-MARCOLINO-SANTOS-NOYA, vol. V, p. 84, 
ll. 29-32: "Certe nec ipso Deo, quia maxime intimus est cuiuslibet creaturae, 
quia non informat, nulla creatura est intellective vel intelligens modo quo lo- 
quimur in proposito." 

IOHANNES DE RIPA, Prologi quaestiones I & II, q. 1, art. 4, ed. COMBES, p. 295. 
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Brammart's position in this debate is very close to Rimini's. In the 
table above we have seen that Brammart copies the arguments Rimini 
brings in support of the first claim (actual intellection is distinct from 
the object, even when the object is immaterial). With regard to the 
other two claims, Brammart does not copy Rimini — however, his views 
on those points are also very similar to Rimini's, as I will show in the 
following two sections of the paper. 

So far we have learned that Brammart accepts the idea that an imma- 
terial essence (and therefore also the divine essence) is itself intelligible, 
and therefore the cognition of such an essence does not require the me- 
diation of an intelligible species. But Brammart also argues, following 
Rimini, that immediate availability of the object is not sufficient for 
actual cognition, but is only equivalent with habitual knowledge. He 
also explicitly adopts Rimini's thesis that the cognitive act is something 
distinct from the object, even when the object is immaterial and imme- 
diately cognizable. Brammart's choice of Rimini as his source on these 
issues is not accidental — he likely chooses him because Ripa himself 
quotes the Augustinian theologian as one of his opponents. 


* 


In the second part of his questio collativa, Brammart restates the thesis 
that the cognitive act must be distinguished from the object, and he 
proves it with another argument taken from one of Ripa's opponents, as 
quoted by Ripa himself in the Determinationes. 


IOHANNES DE RIPA, 
Determinationes, q. 2, art. 2, ed. 
COMBES, p. 224, ll. 55-61. 


Secundo arguit sic: “Si oppositum sit 
possibile, sequitur ipsam intelligen- 
tiam, eo quod noviter esset intelligens 
aut volens, sapiens aut beata, non 
esse magis perfectam quam prius. 
Consequentia probatur quoniam, si 


IOHANNES BRAMMANT, 
Principium I, Wertheim, Kirchen- 
bibl. 608, f. 5vb. 


Corollarium secundum:  impossi- 
bile est per quamcumque potentiam 
animam rationalem formaliter fore 
beatam et non per verbum ab obiecto 
et potentia realiter distinctum. 

Probatur, quia, si sic, sequitur ip- 
sam animam eo quod noviter es- 
set beata non magis fore perfectam 
quam prius. Consequens falsum et 
consequentia tenet, quia, si non sit 
beata per aliquam perfectionem sibi 


non sit sapiens aut beata per aliquam 
perfectionem sibi communicatam in- 
trinsece, hoc erit per quamdam de- 
nominationem extrinsecam 0: et si 
sic, non videtur quare ex hoc plus 
dicatur perfectam quam lapis quia 


noviter visus vel homo dilectus." 
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communicatam intrinsece, hoc erit 
solum per quamdam  denomina- 
tionem extrinsecam, et, si sic, non 
videtur quod ex eo plus dicatur per- 
fecta quam lapis quia noviter visus 
vel homo quia noviter dilectus, cum 
nihil sit in ipsa intrinsece noviter 


perficiens eam, igitur etc. 


'The argument Brammart copies here is quoted in the Determinationes 
as one of the six arguments an opponent brings against Ripa's thesis 
that immutatio vitalis can occur without informatio.!?! The opponent's 
argument is that the change by means of which the intellect becomes 
cognizant or blessed can only be brought about as a result of receiving a 
new form — otherwise the intellect would not, in fact, be changed, and 
cognition would not be an intrinsic state or property of the intellect, but 
merely a denomination attributed to it on account of something exterior 
(the way a stone can be referred to as “cognized” or “seen” on account 
of being the object of a cognitive facutly, and not because “being seen” 
is property it possesses itself). 

Like Ripa's opponent, and like Rimini himself, Brammart takes for 
granted the idea that a change that brings a cognitive faculty from po- 
tentiality to actuality must be a real change, that can only be the result 
a new form being communicated to the faculty. He is one of the moderni 
who, to Ripa’s frustration, cannot see the distinction between informatio 
and immutatio vitalis. 52 As a result, Brammart interprets Ripa’s thesis 
that the divine essence is the beatific word of the created intellect, as 
implying that the divine essence must be received by the human intellect 
(the possible intellect), in the same way in which, in the normal course 


150 Here, I am following the reading of manuscripts E (Città del Vaticano, Vatic. 
Palat. lat. 566) and F (Palermo, Com. 2 Qq. D. 141), against the reading 
chosen by Combes (‘intrinsecam’). 

IOHANNES DE RIPA, Determinationes, q. 2, art. 2, pars 2, concl. 2, ed. COMBES, 
p. 223, IL 38-40: “(...) arguo contra conclusionem in se ex rationibus istius 
doctoris quibus nititur probare quod non est possibile in creaturis esse vitalem 
immutationem sine informatione. For Ripa's thesis, against which these argu- 
ments are directed, see IOHANNES DE RIPA, Determinationes, q. 2, art. 2, pars 
2, concl. 2, ed. Combes, p. 186, ll. 37-38: “2a conclusio: Nulli vitali perceptioni 
alicujus potentie create informatio subiectiva necessario est annexa." 

IOHANNES DE RIPA, Determinationes, q. 2, art. 2, ed. COMBES, p. 225, ll. 85-87; 
IOHANNES DE RIPA, Prologi quaestiones I & II, q. 1, art. 4, ed. COMBES, p. 293, 
IL 20-22. 
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of cognition, the intellect receives the immaterial forms of all created 
things. From Brammart's point of view, therefore, Ripa's theory still 
claims that the infinite divine essence can inhere in the limited human 
intellect. 


3.2.2. The Divine Essence cannot be the Beatific Word of the 
Human Intellect 


In the third corollary of the same thesis Brammart brings up precisely 
the problem of the disproportion between the divine essence and the 
human intellect. He states that the divine word cannot be the beatific 
word of a created intellect, by which he means to say that the divine 
essence cannot be the cognitive act of the human intellect, the way it is 
for the divine intellect. More specifically, in the context of his debate 
with Ripa, Brammart argues that the divine essence cannot be the form 
that immediately actualizes the human intellect in the beatific vision. 

The arguments Brammart uses to support this claim are also taken 
from Ripa’s Determinationes: specifically, they are taken from a context 
in which Ripa himself argues against the idea that the divine essence 
informs the human intellect. 


IOHANNES DE RIPA, 
Determinationes, q. 3, art. 1, 
concl. 2, ed. COMBES, p. 300, 
ll. 30-44. 


2a conclusio: contradictio est sum- 
mam essentiam alicui memorie create 
esse lumen glorie seu speciem beati- 
ficam informative. (...) Probo igi- 
tur conclusionem sic: si divina es- 
sentia per sui formalem communica- 
tionem est species, vel igitur eque in- 
tense sicut proprie memorie vel re- 
missius; non primum: nam contra- 
dictio est memoriam creatam com- 
prehensive capere essentiam incre- 
atam cum in infinitum remissius sit 
vitalis potentia quam memoria in- 
creata; si 2m: quero de gradu quo 
divina essentia in esse speciei com- 
municatur: aut talis correspondet 


IOHANNES BRAMMANT, 
Principium I, Wertheim, Kirchen- 
bibl. 608, f. 5vb. 


Corollarium tertium: impossibile est 
verbum deitatis immensae esse for- 
male verbum beatificum potentiae 
creatae. Patet ex conclusione et pro- 
batur ratione, quia, si sic, vel igi- 
tur aeque intense esset verbum be- 
atificum tali potentiae sicut propriae 
memoriae, vel intensius, vel remis- 
sius. Non primum, nec secundum, 
nam impossibile est potentiam cre- 
atam esse aequaliter beatam cum 
verbo increato. Si tertium, quaero 
de gradu quo verbum tali poten- 
tiae communicatur: aut talis cor- 
respondet intrinsece divinae essen- 
tiae, aut non. Si sic, igitur aliquis 


intrinsece divine essentie vel non; si 
sic: igitur aliquis gradus remissius 
et citra immensum correspondet re- 
aliter divine essentie; consequens im- 
possibile, cum omnis talis gradus sit 
limitatus et per consequens imperfec- 
tus; si non: igitur divina essentia non 
communicat sibi suum esse formale: 
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gradus remissus et citra immensum 
corresponderet realiter divinae essen- 
tiae, quod est impossibile, cum omnis 
talis gradus sit limitatus et imperfec- 
tus. Si non, igitur verbum beatificum 
immensae divinitatis non communi- 
catur sibi in esse beatifico sub dato 
gradu, et habetur propositum. 


igitur non est sibi forma informative. 


The argument above is part of a discussion in Ripa’s Determinationes 
in which he argues that the divine essence cannot inform the created 
intellectual memory (i.e. the possible intellect) the way a species would. 
'The divine essence, Ripa says, cannot communicate itself to the human 
possible intellect as an infinite being, as it exists in the divine intellect, 
because the human intellect could not comprehend it. And neither can 
it communicate itself to the human intellect in a lesser form, because 
such a lesser form would no longer be the divine essence. Ripa's point is 
that the problem of the disproportion between the divine essence and the 
human intellect (and, hence, the question of whether the human intellect 
can comprehend it) only arises if the contact between the divine essence 
and the human intellect is understood as informatio (the communication 
of the divine essence as a real entity, and not as an object of cognition). 

Brammart takes Ripa’s own argument and uses it against him. For 
Brammart, an act of cognition can only take place if the form that brings 
about that change informs the possible intellect. Therefore, Ripa's argu- 
ment against the idea that the divine essence informs the human intellect 
is also an argument against the thesis that the divine essence itself is 
the form that actualizes the human intellect. As Brammart sees things, 
if the divine essence cannot inform the human intellect, neither can it 
be the form that brings the intellect to actuality. 


* 


The problem of the disproportion between the divine essence and the 
human intellect is also treated in the third thesis of the first part, which 
shows that this problem was an important one for Brammart. In the 
third corollary of this thesis, he states directly that the divine essence 
cannot be “cognition” with respect to itself for any other intellect outside 
its own: 
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Corollarium tertium: licet verbum immensum sit sibi notitia com- 
prehensiva, non sic poterit esse respectu sui ad extra. Prima pars 
patet per beatum Augustinum 83 Quaestionum, quaestione 15, ex 
quo habetur quod ratio adequate apprehensiva et immensitas enti- 
tativa non repugnant, sed in verbo divino sunt identitate unitiva. 
Secunda pars patet, quia nulla creabilis intelligentia potest tam 
intense perceptive actuari sicut verbum divinum respectu sui ad 
intra, quia alias creatura ei adaequaretur in cognoscendo, quod est 
falsum. Igitur.!?? 


Brammart admits that the divine Word (by which he means the divine 
essence inasmuch as it is present to an intellect as a representation of 
itself) is all-encompasing cognition (notitia comprehensiva) with respect 
to itself, but only for the divine intellect. He argues that in the divine 
essence there is no separation between existence and representation or 
cognoscibility, which means that the divine essence as representation of 
itself must be infinite, just like the divine essence as an existing entity. 
If such an infinite representation were the form that direclty actualized 
the human intellect, it would actualize it to the full extent to which it 
is capable of actualizing, i.e. to an infinite degree. In other words, the 
human intellect would know the divine essence to the same degree to 
which God knows himself — which would be impossible for any created 
intelligence. Brammart, therefore, seems to think that, if the divine 
essence itself was the form responsible for the intellect’s being in a state 
of actual cognition, then the intellect's degree of actualization would 
be proportional to the divine essence (and not, as Ripa argues, to the 
human intellect's own capacity).154 


153 
154 


JOHANNES BRAMMART, Principium I, Wertheim, Kirchenbibl. 608, f. 5rb—va. 

Ripa discusses this problem in question 3 of his Determinationes: Utrum divina 
essentia ab aliqua creabili seu creata intelligentia sit visibilis comprehensive. He 
is aware that, if he admitted the divine essence to be all-incompasing knowledge 
for the created intelligence, this would imply that the knowledge the human 
intellect has of God could be qualitatively the same as the knowledge God has of 
himself: IOHANNES DE RIPA, Determinationes, q. 3, art. 1, concl. 1, ed. COMBES, 
p. 289, ll. 48-52; see also IOHANNES DE RIPA, Determinationes, q. 3, art. 4, 
concl. 4, ed. COMBES, p. 444, Il. 51-56. Ripa’s respone (summarized in the 
Ah article of this question: Utrum intellectui creature divina essentia possit 
esse comprehensiva notitia) is that the divine essence cannot be, for the human 
intellect, the all-encompasing knowledge of God, because the human intellect, 
being limited, cannot be acualized to an infinite degree. Therefore, even when the 
divine essence itself is the form that brings the human intellect to act, the intellect 
can only become actulized according to its own limited capacity. See IOHANNES 
DE Ripa, Determinationes, q. 3, art. 4, concl. 2, ed. COMBES, pp. 443-444, 
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Rimini's solution — distinguishing the form on account of which the 
intellect is actually cognizing from the object, even when the object is 
immediately present and knowable to the human intellect — can be a 
way of solving the problem of the disproportion between the human 
intellect and the divine essence, while in the same time allowing this 
to remain the kind of cognition that does not require a species as a 
representation of the object. In Rimini's model, the role of the form 
corresponding to actual cognition does not seem to be that of a repre- 
sentation: it is not meant to make the object available to the intellect, 
since the divine essence is immediately cognizable, but rather to account 
for the real change that occurs in the intellect. Such a real change would 
be analogous with the wall becoming white on account of having within 
it the form of whiteness: similarly, the intellect becomes actually cog- 
nizant on account of having within itself what we might call a “form of 
actual cognition." 

Even if Brammart does not state directly that he accepts Rimini’s 
solution of a created cognitive act in beatific vision, everything so far 
shows that he is leaning in this direction. We have seen earlier that he 
is willing to accept the possibility of mediation in the beatific vision, 
as long as he can argue that such mediation does not alter the accu- 
racy of the cognition: we can see this from his willingness to accept 
Marchia's idea that the presence of a species is not incompatible with 
intuitive cognition. In the case of the beatific vision, he is aware that a 
species is no longer necessary in order to make the object accessible to 
the intellect, because any immaterial essence has all the attributes that 
make it directly cognizable — however, he rejects from the start Ripa’s 
attempt to eliminate the distinction between the divine essence and the 
cognitive act. For Brammart, like for Rimini, the cognitive act needs 
to be something distinct from the object — it has to be a new form, 
that was not there before the intellect was in a state of actual cognition, 
proportional to the intellect and inhering in it. For Brammart, like for 
Rimini, actual cognition requires a real change in the intellect, and such 
a real change can only be accounted for by the inherence in the intel- 
lect of a new quality, which must be ontologically compatible with the 
human intellect. 


ll. 22-31. As we have seen earlier, this problem is also discussed by Aquinas, 
who solves it by appealing to the Light of Glory. 
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Conclusions 


'The text discussed here is a sample of the first principium of a Carmelite's 
Sentences Commentary: the sermo and the quaestio collativa are both 
constructed around the same theme — the divine Word. But, while the 
sermo follows the standard format of this type of academic exercise, the 
quaestio collativa is somewhat atypical: it is a condensed presentation of 
the author's own position, in a series of theses and corollaria, but with- 
out any trace of his debate with his socii, as one would expect to find in 
a principial question. But the debate is not missing from Brammart’s 
text: it does not involve his colleagues, but the theologians of previ- 
ous generations, most of them Franciscans: Duns Scotus, William of 
Ockham, Gregory of Rimini (OESA), John of Ripa, Francis of Marchia. 
Brammart's texts gives us a glimpse into the discussions on beatific cog- 
nition from the second half of the 14*^ century, and shows that, in spite 
of the guidelines of Benedictus Deus, the discussions on mediating forms 
in the beatific vision continued, and there were still theologians who 
argued in favor of such forms. 

Apart from the insights into the debate on beatific vision, this text 
also allows us to take a closer look at Brammart's epistemology. His dis- 
cussion is constructed around two notions: that of species, and that of 
mental act or concept. According to Brammart, these are both possible 
meanings of the term ^word" — although in thirteenth- and fourteenth- 
century epistemological discussions, the word was usually a synonym for 
concept rather than for species. Brammart's theory of concept forma- 
tion is quite close to Scotus's: he identifies the concept with the mental 
act, and sides with Scotus, against Henry of Ghent, in arguing that the 
word (concept) is generated directly from the species in the possible in- 
tellect. Like Scotus, he maintains the distinction between the species 
and the concept, but he appears to put more effort into bridging the 
distance between them. This can be viewed as part of his attempt to 
reduce the differences between abstractive (mediated) and direct (intu- 
itive) cognition. The aim of this endeavor is a redefinition of intuitive 
cognition, and consequently, of beatific vision, in a way that would show 
it to be compatible with representations. 

Brammart takes a first step in this direction by arguing that the di- 
vine essence can be represented by a species. His point here is not that 
species are necessary in the beatific vision, but that the ontological dis- 
proportion between the divine essence and a created species is not an 
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impediment to representation: an ontologically inferior entity can rep- 
resent a superior one, since the representation need not be proportional 
to the represented thing, but only to the cognizer. As a further step in 
the same direction, Brammart introduces the notion of a species that 
represents an object as an individual, and, under normal circumstances, 
also provides the cognizer with existential certainty. Such a species, he 
argues, is compatible with intuitive cognition. 

Brammart also adopts the controversial position that, by God's abso- 
lute power, an intuitive cognition could be preserved after the destruc- 
tion of its object. The point he wants to make is that a cognitive act is 
more dependent on the cognitive faculty than on the object, and must 
be ontologically closer to the former than to the latter. 

'The main opponent Brammart confronts in this debate is the Francis- 
can John of Ripa. Ripa himself reveals that his position on the beatific 
vision was a difficult one to accept for many of his contemporaries. One 
of his main aims was to explain the beatific vision without positing any 
kind of mediating entities between the divine essence and the human 
intellect. According to Ripa's epistemology, any cognitive act is such a 
mediating representation. Ripa defines a cognitive act in two ways: as 
a movement of the intellect and as a concept. Understood as a concept, 
an act is not distinct from the species: there is only one immaterial form 
that represents the sensible object, brings the intellect to actuality and 
is the immediate object of the intellect. Since the intellect always cog- 
nizes its own act first, as a representation of the object, any cognition in 
which the object is distinct from the cognitive act is mediated cognition. 

Therefore, Ripa’s epistemology requires that, in a direct cognition (in- 
tuitive in the most proper sense), the cognitive act and the object be one 
and the same intelligible entity. This means that the form that perfects 
the intellect in the beatific vision cannot be other than the divine essence 
itself. However, this is not only a matter of the directness of cognition, 
but also one of proportion; Ripa believes that only an infinite form could 
allow the intellect to know the divine essence as infinite. He seems to 
assume that the representation must be ontologically proportional to 
the object represented. 

Ripa, however, does not agree with Aquinas’s claim that the divine 
essence actualizes the intellect by informing it, like a species would. For 
Ripa, information implies that the form communicates its being to the 
cognitive faculty, and he argues that such a communication of being 
could not bring about an intentional state. He claims that it is possible 
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for an intelligible entity to bring the intellect to a state of actual cogni- 
tion without subjectively inhering in it, and therefore without causing 
any real change in the intellect. For the beatific vision, this means that 
the divine essence can communicate itself to the human intellect as an 
object of cognition, without also communicating itself as a real entity. 
This theory allows Ripa to claim that the divine essence itself to is the 
form that actualizes the human intellect, without any causal intermedi- 
ary, and since cognition requires no real change and no communication 
of being, it also solves the problem of the ontological disproportion be- 
tween the divine essence and the human mind. 

Brammart and Ripa both reject the idea, defended by Aquinas, that 
the divine essence could inhere in the human intellect. Moreover, they 
both agree that immaterial essences do not need to be represented by 
species in order to be cognizable. What Brammart cannot accept is 
Ripa's idea that, in the cognition of immaterial essences (and therefore in 
the beatific vision as well) the object and form that brings that intellect 
to actuality are one and the same. 

The main reason for their disagreement comes from a difference in 
their epistemologies: for Brammart, like for Ripa's opponents, the idea 
that cognition can be explained only in terms of an intentional change, 
which does not need to be accompanied by a real change, does not make 
sense. As Brammart explains, an actualized intellect is in a different 
state than before on account of having within itself a form it did not 
have before. Consequently, the divine essence could not play the role 
that Ripa attributes to it without inhering in the human intellect and 
playing the role of an accidental form — which would be problematic in 
more than one way. 

While Ripa is primarily preoccupied with the directness of the be- 
atific vision, Brammart is more concerned with solving the problem of 
the ontological disproportion between the human intellect and the di- 
vine essence. Maintaining the separation between the object and the 
cognitive act allows him to do that. Brammart and Ripa are both op- 
posed to the idea of a real contact between the divine essence and the 
human intellect, and would agree that the only way in which the divine 
essence can communicate itself to the human intellect is as an object 
of cognition. However, while Ripa tries his best to avoid the idea of a 
created causal proxy that could account for the real change correspond- 
ing to the cognitive act, Brammart has no problem accepting one. Such 
causal proxies can only be representations, either species or concepts, 
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and Brammart believes he can preserve the intuitive character of be- 
atific vision by showing that representations can allow for an accurate 
cognition of an individual entity and can be relied on for existential 
certainty. 

Contrary to Ripa, who is convinced that a representation lesser than 
God himself could not allow the human intellect to know God in his 
infinity, Brammart thinks that the form immediately responsible for a 
cognitive act must be ontologically proportional to the intellect, not to 
the object. He argues that, if such a form were infinite, it would actualize 
the human intellect to a degree exceeding the intellect’s capacity. There- 
fore, a created form acts as a kind of buffer between the divine essence 
and the human mind, to protect the latter from becoming overloaded. 

Even if Brammart's first principium does not tell us much about his 
debate with his fellow bachelors, it does give us important information 
about the development of the debate on beatific vision in the second 
half of the 145^ century, and also gives us some valuable clues about the 
epistemological problems that preoccupied the theologians of the Fran- 
ciscan school, from which our Carmelite chooses his dialogue partners. 
In spite of the guidelines of Benedictus Deus, in the second half of the 
14* century there are still theologians willing to posit representations 
in beatific vision, as long as they could argue that such representations 
were not incompatible with intuitive cognition. This usually implied a 
redefinition of intuitive cognition according to other criteria than the 
ones initially proposed by Scotus. We can also notice a tendency to 
weaken the distinction between species and concepts, and treat all of 
them simply as representations, which implies that concepts themselves 
can fulfill a kind of mediating function. It is likely that for some theolo- 
gians, avoiding mediators between the concept (cognitive act) and the 
object was sufficient for such a cognition to qualify as direct. However, 
considering the efforts Brammart and other make to argue for the com- 
patibility of intuitive cognition with species, it is likely that they were 
aware of how much cognitive acts — understood as concepts or mental 
words — have in common with species. 
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Principial Cohorts at Paris in the 
Fourteenth Century 


William J. Courtenay 
(University of Wisconsin/Madison, USA) 


The following list has been extracted for my working list of Parisian sen- 
tentiarti, year by year, throughout the fourteenth century. With a few 
exceptions, only those years with surviving principia have been included. 
The list is organized on the assumption that by 1320 and decades earlier 
all four books of the Sentences were lectured on during one academic 
year, although there is occasional evidence that some bachelors may have 
read across two years. The list is tentative, to be revised and expanded 
as other principia and information are discovered. Those names marked 
with an asterisk identify those who cite the opinions of concurrent bach- 
elors, some of whom have extant principia. Those whose placement in 
a sentential year is uncertain are marked with a question mark. Those 
who later cite an author, usually arguments from questions on the Sen- 
tences rather than from principia, are placed in brackets. Indications 
of the number of socii in a particular year refer to the number of those 
cited or otherwise known, not the total number of sententiarii. 

The sequence in which bachelors reading the Sentences gave their 
principia varied from year to year. The academic exercise began on 
September 15, the day after the Exaltation of the Cross, and concluded 
three weeks later, on October 8, the day before the feast of St. Dionysius, 
which marked the beginning of the academic year.! Only one bachelor, 
in turn, gave his principium on a legible day, the beginning bachelor, 
according to the ‘papal’ statutes promulgated in the 1360s, always being 
the Carmelite.? Denifle reasoned that was because the Carmelites were 


CUP II, pp. 692-94, #1188; pp. 699-700, #1189. 
CUP II, p. 700: “Item, quod carmelita faciat secundum suum principium prima 
die Januarii legibili, et alii bacalarii consequenter. Tertium faciat carmelita prima 
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the last mendicant order to gain a chair in the faculty of theology, and 
consequently the Dominicans were the last in sequence, since they were 
the first mendicant order to do so.? In fact, the Dominican bachelor, 
both the ordinarius, officially appointed by the order, as well as an 
occasional secundarius, gave his principium at different places in the 
sequence. In 1369-70 the Dominican appears to have been the seventh 
in order, followed later by the Franciscan and Augustinian bachelors. 

One word of caution is in order. It has been assumed that from the 
1320s into perhaps the third quarter of the fourteenth century, bach- 
elors in their first principium could only engage with the arguments 
of the bachelors who had already given their first principium. If true, 
those bachelors cited in another bachelor's first principium would al- 
ready have given theirs. At some point in the fourteenth century, how- 
ever, bachelors circulated or posted, before September 14, an argument 
they would defend. This gave all bachelors the opportunity to select 
the issues and bachelors with whom they chose to engage. Thus, for ex- 
ample in 1373, Simon of Cremona, the Augustinian bachelor, cited the 
arguments of eight other sententiarii in his first principium. Since the 
Augustinian bachelor often came late in the sequence, it is impossible 
to know whether all eight gave their first principium before Simon, or 
whether he had access to their arguments in advance. In 1377, Peter 
Gracilis, also an Augustinian, cites the arguments of ten other senten- 
tiarti in his first principium and only engages one other bachelor in his 
third principium.As more evidence is uncovered in the future, the ques- 
tion of the order in which bachelors gave their principia may become 
clearer. For the present, apart from the statutory requirement that the 
Carmelite bachelor be first, the position of the others varied from year 
to year, with secular bachelors interspersed with those from religious 
orders, although occasionally seculars and religious might be grouped 
together. Much depended on which candidates had been admitted to 
read the Sentences, and the person or persons who organized the se- 
quence remains unknown. 


Marcii, et alii consequenter. Quartum faciat ipse carmelita prima Maii, et alii 
consequenter." 

CUP II, p. 704n37: “Carmelitae incipiebant, quia erunt ultimo admissi. Praed- 
icatores, utpote primi, post omnes alios principia faciebant," following the prin- 
ciple that “the first shall the last, and the last shall be first.” 
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Abbreviations: 

AA — Analecta Augustiniana 

AHDLMA = Archives d'histoire doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen 
Age 

ASV = Archivio Segreto Vaticano 

AUP = Auctarium Chartularii Universitatis Parisiensis, vol. I, ed. 
H. DENIFLE, E. CHATELAIN, Paris 1894 

BPM = Bulletin de Philosophie Médiévale 

CUP = Chartularium Universitatis Parisiensis, ed. H. DENIFLE, 
E. CHATELAIN, 4 vols., Paris 1889-1894 

Doucet = V. DOUCET, Commentaires sur les Sentences, Supplé- 
ment, Florence 1954 

Glorieux, Sorbonne — P. GLORIEUX, Auz Origines de la Sorbonne, 
2 vols., Paris 1965, 1966 

Gorochov, Navarre = N. GOROCHOV, Le collège de Navarre de sa 
fondation (1305) au début du XVe siécle (1418), Paris 1997 

LC = Lettres communes analysées d'aprés les registres dits d'Avignon 
et du Vatican, Bibliothèque des Écoles françaises d'Athénes 
et de Rome 

Lickteig = F.-B. LICKTEIG, The German Carmelites at the Me- 
dieval Universities, PhD diss., Catholic University of Amer- 
ica, Washington, D.C., 1977 

Portraits de maîtres = Portraits de maîtres offerts à Olga Weijers, 
ed. C. ANGOTTI, M. BRINZEI, M. TEEUWEN (FIDEM 65), 
'Turnhout 2012 

Rot. Par. = Rotuli Parisienses, ed. W.J. COURTENAY, E. GoD- 
DARD, 3 vols., Leiden 2002, 2004, 2013 

Stegmüller = F. STEGMULLER, Repertorium in Sententias Petri 
Lombardi, 2 vols., Würzburg 1947 

Sullivan, Benedictine Monks — 'T. SULLIVAN, Benedictine Monks 
at the University of Paris, A.D. 1229-1500. A Biographical 
Register, Leiden 1995 

Sullivan, Licentiates I = T. SULLIVAN, Parisian Licentiates in The- 
ology, A.D. 1373-1500. A Biographical Register, vol. I: The 
Religious Orders, Leiden 2004 

Sullivan, Licentiates II = T. SULLIVAN, Parisian Licentiates in 
Theology, A.D. 1873-1500. A Biographical Register, vol. I: 
The Secular Clergy, Leiden 2011 

RTAM = Recherches de Théologie Ancienne et Médiévale 
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RTPM = Recherches de Théologie et Philosophie Médiévales 

Trapp, “Augustinian Theology” = D. TRAPP, “Augustinian Theol- 
ogy of the 14% Century,” Augustiniana 6 (1956), 
pp. 146-274 

Xiberta, De scriptoribus = B.M. XIBERTA, De Scriptoribus scholas- 
ticis saec. XIV ex ordine Carmelitarum, Louvain 1931 

Zumkeller = A. ZUMKELLER, “Die Augustinerschule des Mittelal- 
ters," Analecta Augustiniana 27 (1964), pp. 167—262 


1314-155 


*Dionysius de Burgo Sancti Sepulchri, OESA, DTh by 1325 (cited 
by Thomas of Strasbourg)? 

Petrus Aureoli, OFM; DTh 1318 (CUP II, p. 225, #772)6 

Dominican bachelor (extern)" 


6 


T 


There were at least six socii other than Dionysius, one or more of whom were in 
religious orders; those numbered 4, 5, and 6 in order of beginning are cited by 
Dionysius, but not by name or religious order. 

From Sansepolcro in Italy, northeast of Arezzo. The explicit to Book I in Er- 
furt, UniversitatsBibl., CA 2.131, f. 96r, reads: “Explicit lectura primi libri 
sententiarum edita a fratre Dionysio de Burgo ordinis heremitarum quam finivit 
Parisius anno domini 1317 die 12 mensis Januarii," which means 1318 accord- 
ing to the modern calendar. Thus his first, and probably only, sentential year 
was 1317-1318. Since he cites Petrus de Alvernia by full name (ff. 25r, 50v, 
51v, 129v, 130r), his citations to Petrus de Sorbona (ff. 81v, 82r, 100r) may be 
to Petrus Columbi, Petrus de Cuisy, Petrus de Limoges, Petrus de Monte Cor- 
nuto, or Petrus de Quisy (possibly identical with Petrus de Cuisy). Dionysius 
was resident as D'Th at the Paris convent in May 1326 (Paris, Arch. Nat., JJ 
65b, n. 208, p. 64) and served as definitor at the general chapter of the Augus- 
tinian Order at Paris in 1329 [AA 4 (1911), p. 81]. For list of questions and 
citations, see D. TRAPP, “The Quaestiones of Dionysius de Burgo O.S.A.," Au- 
gustinianum 3 (1963), pp. 63-78. Trapp took the reference to Jan. 12, 1317, to 
mean that Dionysius read in 1316-1317. But at Paris in this period the year be- 
gan on Easter, which means that January belonged to the previous year (more 
Gallicane) and that Dionysius read in 1317-1318. On Dionysius’ presence in 
Paris in 1326, see W.J. COURTENAY, "The Augustinian Community at Paris in 
the Early 14°” Century," Augustiniana 51 (2001), pp. 219-229, at 228-229; see 
also COURTENAY, “Balliol 63 and Parisian Theology around 1320," Vivarium 47 
(2009), pp. 375-406. 

On the dating of Auriol's reading of the Sentences at Paris in 1317-1318, see 
W. DUBA and C. SCHABEL, *Remigio, Auriol, Scotus, and the Myth of the Two- 
Year Sentences Lecture at Paris," RTAM 84 (2017), 143-179, at 159-165. 
Possibly Raymundus Bequin, OP, from the province of Toulouse. 
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1318-19: 


?Henricus de Frimaria [Friemar], junior, OESA® 

Landulphus Caracciolo, OFM? 

Michael de Furno [Du Four], de Insulis [Lille], OP (intern, vicariate 
of Picardy) (CUP II, p. 218, #761)!0 


1319-20: 


?Albertus de Padua, OESA!! 

Benedictus de Asnago!* de Cumis [Como], OP (extern, province of 
Lombardy) (CUP II, p. 218, #761; p. 230, #779) (cited by 
Marchia); DTh before June 1324 (CUP II, p. 275, #830n), 
presumably in 1321 or 1322; Bp Como (Dec. 1328-ob. Oct. 
1339) 

*Franciscus [Rubei] de Marchia [de Pignano; de Esculo], OFMP? 

?Galterus Burley (cited by Marchia)!4 

?Johannes Baconthorp, OCarm!° 


10 
11 
12 


13 


14 


Approximate dates given by ZUMKELLER, pp. 174, 207-208, but subject to con- 
firmation through further study. 

The collationes and principia for each book of the Sentences survive in ma- 
nuscripts, but so far no citations of fellow bachelors have been uncovered; see 
C. SCHABEL, “The Commentary on the Sentences by Landulphus Caracciolus, 
OFM,” in BPM 51 (2009), pp. 145-219; W. DUBA, “Bachelors and masters at 
Paris in 1319: the ‘lectio finalis’ of Landolfo Caracciolo, OFM,” in Schüler und 
Meister, ed. A. SPEER, T. JESCHKE (Miscellanea Mediaevalia, 39), Berlin 2016, 
pp. 315-370. 

Only biblical commentaries are known to survive. 

Dates given by ZUMKELLER, pp. 174, 208. Only his sermons are known to survive. 
Small village south of Como, incorrectly given as Assignano. Discussed in DUBA, 
“Masters and Bachelors at Paris in 1319,” pp. 323-324, 327-333. On Benedetto's 
treatise on Apostolic Poverty, see biographical sketch in T. KAPPELI, Scriptores 
Ordinis Praedicatorum Medii Aevi, vol. 1, Rome 1970, pp. 184-185. 

Guillelmus de Rubione's reportatio of Marchia’s lectura (1323) identifies opening 
questions as principia IT, III, and IV; see Stegmüller, Repertorium, #237. All 
four principia, in the order of I, IV, II, and III, are found in Madrid, Bibl. Nac., 
504, ff. Ir-24r, and edited in FRANCISCUS DE MARCHIA, Commentarius in IV 
Libros Sententiarum Petri Lombardi. Quaestiones Praeambulae et Prologus, ed. 
N. MARIANI, Grottaferrata 2003. 

W. DUBA in the introduction to Franciscus de Marchia, Reportatio ITA (Quaes- 
tiones in secundum librum Sententiarum), qq. 13-27, ed. G. ETZKORN, E. BA- 
BEY, W. DUBA, and T. SUAREZ-NANI, Leuven 2010, pp. Ixiv-Ixx. 

Baconthorp possibly read earlier. XIBERTA, De scriptoribus, p. 171, dated Ba- 
conthorp's Paris lectures on the Sentences to 1317-1318 because in his lectures 
he cites Auriol in a manner that suggests he was reading at the same time. But 
since Dionysius, Landulph, and Francis of Marcia were all in debate with Auriol, 
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?Paganus [de Mantua], OESA, DTh by 1322 (cited by Baconthorp)!9 


1890017 


*Franciscus [de Meyronnes], OFM, D'Th 1323 (major opponent of 
Pierre Roger, cited as ‘fratrem Franciscum baccallarium mi- 
norum' by Roger) 

Hugo de Vaucemain, OP (intern), DTh 1323 by pope (CUP II, 
p. 230, #, 779; p. 238, #788), provincial of France 1322-1333; 
regent master 1323-1325 while provincial; master general 
1333-1341; died at Avignon in Aug. 1341. 

*Petrus Rogerii, OSB [Clement VI], (cited as ‘socius sollers, ‘rev- 
erendus socius,’ or ‘socius noster’ by Meyronnes), DTh 132315 

Carmelite bachelor (cited by Pierre Roger)? 

Alius socius cited by Pierre Roger?? 


1327-1328: 


Bernardus Lombardi, OP, extern from province of Lombardy ( CUP 
II. p. 292, #854; p. 303, #865) 


16 


TT 


18 
19 


20 


that evidence only means that Baconthorp read at Paris between 1316 and 1321. 
Baconthorp was still B Th in the summer of 1321 but regent master by 1324. 
In his Paris Quodlibeta (1322-1323) Baconthorp engaged with, or at least cited 
arguments of, Pierre Roger OSB, Paganus OESA, and Hugo [de Vaucemain?] 
OP; XIBERTA, De scriptoribus, p. 172. 

Not mentioned by Zumkeller. He may have read several years earlier, since in 
many cases the length of time between reading the Sentences and promotion to 
the magisterium among Augustinians is closer to a decade. 

Some of the principia and replicationes of Pierre Roger and Francis Meyronnes 
preserved in Vat. Borgh. 39 (a manuscript that belonged to Pierre Roger and 
entered the papal library after his death as Clement VI) are dated to the year, 
month, and day. See FRANGOIS DE MEYRONNES — PIERRE ROGER, Disputatio 
(1320-1321), ed. J. BARBET, Paris 1961. 

SULLIVAN, Benedictine Monks, pp. 296-299. 

Città del Vaticano, Vat. Borgh. 39, f. 322r: “obiectiones Carmelite”. A. MAIER, 
“Der literarische Nachlass des Petrus Rogerii (Clemens VI.) in der Borghesiana,” 
RTAM 15 (1948), pp. 332-356, repr. in Ausgehendes Mittelalter, vol. II, Rome 
1967, pp. 255-315 at 267, suggested that the Carmelite was Baconthorp, which is 
chronologically possible but far from certain. Barbet rejected that identification 
on the grounds that the arguments of the Carmelite did not correspond with 
those attributed to him by Baconthorp, as she understood the latter. 

Barbet thought this person was also a Carmelite and suggested Guy Terrena, 
but Terrena was already regent master in 1313 and would not be referred to as 
a socius. 
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Gerardus Odonis, OFM, Sent. 1326/1327-1328; DTh 1328/1329?! 
Jacobus de Auzo, OCarm?? 


1330-31: 


Durandus de Aureliaco, OP (CUP II, p. 905, 7:894) 

*Guillelmus de Brienne, OFM, DTh (papally mandated) at Paris 
in July 1331 [possibly cited by Thomas of Strasbourg]? 

?Hermannus de Schildesche, OESA?4 


1333-34: 


Gundisalvus Petri Hispanus, protégé of Alphonsus, king of Castile 
(CUP IL, p. 411, #964) 

?Johannes Forestarius, OESA (cited by Vargas) 

Johannes Porcari, OP (extern, province of Rome) (CUP II, p. 405, 
#954)” 


21 


22 


23 


24 


Odonis lectured on the Sentences at Toulouse before doing so at Paris; see 
C. SCHABEL, “The Sentences Commentary of Gerardus Odonis, OFM,” BPM 46 
(2004), pp. 115-168; B. SERE, “Guiral Ot,” in Portraits de maîtres, pp. 187-195. 
He is presumed to have been licensed and incepted as a doctor of theology in 
late 1328 or early 1329. 

XIBERTA, De scriptoribus, p. 31, from the records of the general chapter of the 
Carmelite order: “anno 1327 sententiarius Parisiensis pro primo anno.” 

Cf. DOUCET, p. 37, from Prague, Univ. Bibl. 1568 (VIILF.14), f. 1r: “Iste 
reportationes sunt a fratre legente Sententias in scola Minorum Parisius anno 
Domini 1330.” And on f. 154r: “a fratre Guillelmo minore apud Minores.” In light 
of the date, Doucet concluded this could only be Guillelmus de Brienne, OFM, 
who was promoted to the doctorate by John XXII in July 1331 (CUP II, p. 346, 
#914; cf. #981). On Brienne, see C. SCHABEL, “William of Brienne, OFM. 
Parisian Master of Theology,” in Portraits de maitres, pp. 159-168; W. DUBA, 
The Forge of Doctrine. The Academic Year 1330-31 and the Rise of Scotism at 
the University of Paris (Studia Sententiarum, 2), Turnhout 2017. 

A. ZUMKELLER, Schrifttum und Lehre des Hermann von Schildesche, OESA 
(d. 1357) (Cassiciacum 15), Würzburg 1959. 

Lupus Alphonsi de provincia Yspanie, OP (extern, province of Spain) was sup- 
posed to read the Sentences at Paris in this year. He was first designated to 
read in 1329-30 (CUP II, p. 312, #876), but Arnaldus de S. Michaele, OP, was 
appointed in his place and Lupus was appointed to read in 1331-32 (CUP II, 
p. 330, #894). In 1331 Peregrinus de Mercatore, OP, was appointed in his place 
and Lupus was appointed to read in 1333-34 (CUP II, p. 339, #905). He may 
never have read at Paris, since the next extraneus appointed in 1333-34 was Jo- 
hannes Porcari. The 1331 chapter mentioned only the designate for the French 
chair in the following year, and there is no record of assignments for the chapter 
in 1332. 
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1334-35: 


Johannes de Lovanio [Louvain], OP?6 

?Johannes Vogolon, OCarm, DTh by 1352 (cited by Thomas of 
Strasbourg as ‘frater Johannes de Carmelo')?" 

Petrus de Croso, (cited by Thomas of Strasbourg in text as ‘socius’, 
‘venerabilis dominus et magister’ or (reverendus dominus et 
magister meus’ and in margin by name)?? 
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He was designated at the Dominican General Chapter in 1333 to be the sen- 
tentiarius at Paris in 1334-35 (CUP II, #954), but the absence of records for 
assignments in 1334 does not allow confirmation. 

XIBERTA, De scriptoribus, p. 31, while noting that Vogolon was designated by the 
Carmelite General Chapter to read the Sentences at Paris in 1330-31 (Mon. hist. 
Carm., p. 119: “1330 sententiarius Parisius pro primo anno”), he also mentions 
that Vogolon was “baccalareus Parisiensis” in 1336, presumably meaning in or 
by that date. Since Vogolon was prior at the Cologne convent from 1331 to 1334, 
he could only have been sententiarius at Paris in 1330-31, 1334-35, or 1335-36. 
The year 1334-35 would seem most likely for the following reasons. Thomas of 
Strasbourg also cites Petrus de Croso as socius, and Croso was not yet BTh in 
July 1331 (GLORIEUX, Sorbonne II, p. 554), but had read the Sentences at Paris 
by the summer of 1335 (Rot. Par. I, p. 80), and was licensed in theology by April 
1337 (Lettres communes Benoît XII, #4437). Moreover, Z. Katuza has placed 
Thomas of Strasbourg’s reading of the Sentences before 1335 on the grounds 
that it was known by Bernard of Arezzo and Nicholas of Autrecourt in 1335-36 
(Z. KALUZA, “Serbi un sasso il nome: une inscription de San Gimignano et la ren- 
contre entre Bernard d'Arezzo et Nicolas d'Autrécourt," in Historia Philosophiae 
Medii Aevii, vol. 1, ed. B. MoJsisCH, O. PLUTA, Amsterdam, 1991, pp. 437-466, 
at 460—462). William DUBA, in a private communication, has suggested that 
the advanced stage of Thomas' views on the Beatific Vision suggests a date of 
1333-1334 or 1334-1335. Vogolon’s presence in Cologne as prior of the Carmelite 
convent in 1333-34 (XIBERTA, De scriptoribus, p. 31), leaves only 1334-35 as his 
sentential year. LICKTEIG, German Carmelites, p. 425, suggested that Johannes 
Guldener (Goldoner), OCarm, was sententiarius at Paris in 1334-1336, assum- 
ing a two-year reading of the Sentences. However, XIBERTA, De scriptoribus, 
p. 34, stated that Goldoner was sententiarius at Cologne in 1329-30 and prior 
at the Bruxelles convent from 1333 to 1335, which would exclude his being sen- 
tentiarius at Paris in 1334-35. This differs from the position I took in “Parisian 
Theologians in the 1330s," Vivarium 57 (2019), 102-126, on the Carmelite socius 
of Thomas of Strasbourg. For Thomas of Strasbourg’s citations of his Carmelite 
socius, see Comm. Sent. III-IV, Venice 1564, f. 215va in marg.: ‘Fr. Joann. 
de Carmelo’; f. 216rb: “predictus socius (marg.: 'Carmelite") multum eleganter 
respondet in secundo suo principio"; cf. ff. 216va-217vb). 

Petrus de Croso was MA and fellow of the Sorbonne in July 1331 (GLORIEUX, 
Sorbonne I, p. 322; II, p. 554), BTh by the summer of 1335 (Rot. Par. I, 
p. 80), and was licensed in theology by April 1337 (Lettres communes Benoit 
XII, #4437). He was DTh by November 1338 (GLORIEUX, Sorbonne I, p. 322). 
If his academic career proceeded according to university statutes, 1332-33 would 


Principial Cohorts at Paris 


Pontius de Agrifolio, OSB, BTh in 1334-35; DTh by 1342 (Rot. 
Par. 1, 95) 

*Thomas de Argentina [Strasbourg], OESA?? 

Franciscan bachelor (identified in margin as ‘baccalaureus ordinis 
minorum' by Thomas of Strasbourg) 


1335-36: 


Bernardus de Arezzo, OFM?! 
Johannes de Melembergh, OP (CUP II, p. 405, #991) 
Nicolaus de Ultricuria [Autrecourt]?? 


1338-39 (at least 12 sententiarii according to St. Omer, Bibl. de 


l'Agglomération 504, including): 
Guillelmus, OCist. (cited by Allouagne, St. Omer 504, f. 119rb)?? 
Henricus de Dollendorp/Dollendorf, OCarm?* 


29 


30 


31 
32 
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34 


have been his year as sententiarius, and thus also the sentential year for Thomas 
of Strasbourg. 

Pope Benedict XIIs letter of provision to Pontius in February 1335: “qui sen- 
tentias Parisius actu legis" (Rot. Par. I, 66). 

The dates for his reading of the Sentences at Paris have been given as 
1335-37 (Stegmüller and Zumkeller) or 1336-37 (TRAPP, *Augustinian Theol- 
ogy,” pp. 175-182), and the date for his inception as master of theology in 1337 
(Stegmüller and Zumkeller) or 1341 (Trapp). More recently Zenon Katuza has 
placed his reading of the Sentences before 1335, and William DUBA suggests a 
date of 1333-34 or 1334-35; see above in the note for Johannes Vogolon. Further 
precision may be possible by comparing the position attributed to the Franciscan 
socius against the principium and commentary of Brienne and the commentary 
of Pastor de Serrescuderio. On Thomas' citations and disagreements with Petrus 
de Croso, see Ueli ZAHND, “Die Universitát als Arena. Bildung, Profil-Bildung 
und Provokation bei Thomas von Strassburg," in Theologie und Bildung in Mitte- 
lalter, ed. P. GEMEINHARDT, T. GEORGES, (Archa Verbi. Subsidia, 13) Münster 
2015, pp. 491—509. 

KALUZA, “Serbi un sasso il nome.” 

KALUZA, Nicolas d'Autrécourt, Ami de la verité (Histoire Littéraire de la France, 
42/1), Paris 1995. 

His two replicationes, written in this year, are found in St. Omer 504, 
f. 116r-119r. His second replicatio, f. 117v, was written against arguments of Al- 
louagne. Possibly Guillelmus Heleny, OCist., abbot of the monastery of Priéres 
in the dioc. of Vannes and DTh at Paris by April 1345 (Rot. Par. I, p. 205). 
Xiberta, De scriptoribus, p. 33: “anno 1336, sententiarius Parisiensis pro primo 
anno.” LICKTEIG, The German Carmelites, 131-32. He was probably licensed 
and promoted to the doctorate in theology in 1343-44 (CUP II, pp. 539-40, 
#1073). 
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*Jacobus de Padua, DMed and BTh by 1342 (Rot. Par. I, 172), 
DTh by 1345 (Rot. Par. I, 206)?* 

Mattheus, frater et dominus (cited by the Dominican bachelor, St. 
Omer 504, f. 122va, as LI in order of principia) 

*Petrus [Emmenaut] de Allouagne, OSB of St. Bertin at St. Omer 
(cited by Jacobus de Padua, St. Omer 504, f. 101ra, as 4t^ 
in order of principia; since he gave his principium on Sept. 
22, two of the preceding legible days (Sept. 15, 16, 17, 18, 
and 19) were not used)? 

?P. Gotas, OP, from the province of France 

Carmelite bachelor (presumably reading in 1** place on the basis of 
later statutes) 

Franciscan bachelor (cited by James of Padua, St. Omer 504, 
f. 106ra, as 3°¢ in order of principia)?* 


3T 


1343-44: 


?Egidius de Feno (or 1344-45)?? 
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James of Padua was already master of arts and a doctor of medicine when 
he entered upon the study of theology. His replicationes, presented as part of 
his principia in this year, are found in St. Omer, Bibl. de l'agglomération 
504, ff. 100ra-114vb. He was not among the first four bachelors to begin their 
principia, nor was he sixth (St. Omer 504, f. 101va: “pater et magister meus" = 
a bachelor in religious orders) or eleventh (DUBA, Forge of Doctrine, pp. 47-66). 
Most of the information on Peter of Allouagne as well as his fellow sententiarii 
comes from DUBA, Forge of Doctrine, pp. 53-62; see also Sullivan, Benedictine 
Monks, p. 133; S.J. LIVESEY, “Pierre d'Allouagne and Saint-Omer, Bibliothèque 
de l'agglomération 504," in Portraits de maitres, pp. 381—392. 

The records of the Dominican general chapter in 1337 show that he was appointed 
to read the Sentences at Paris in 1338-39 (CUP II, p. 473, #1009). Presumably 
he did, although as Denifle pointed out, there is no evidence that he was ever 
licensed or incepted as master. There are many examples of bachelors who read 
the Sentences at Paris but did not complete the degree, or for whom there is no 
evidence that they did. 

The replicationes of the Franciscan bachelor are found in St. Omer 504, f.106r; 
see DUBA, Forge of Doctrine, pp. 60—61. 

Feno had completed both cursus on the Bible (“qui ambos cursus in theologia 
perlegit") by the summer of 1343, several months before the rotulus of the Sor- 
bonne in which that language appears was approved by Clement VI (Rot. Par. 
I, pp. 191-92). That means he was prepared to read the Sentences in 1343-44 
or 1344-45. There are no known writings from Feno beyond his correspondence 
with Nicholas of Autrecourt and his treatises on the Flagellants written around 
1349—50. 


Principial Cohorts at Paris 


Franciscus [Massa] de Belluno [de Treviso], OP, extern from Italy 
(CUP II, p. 526, #1059; p. 538, #1071) (cited as ‘Treviso’ 
by Rimini and Vargas)*° 

*Gregorius de Arimino [Rimini], OESA, Sent. 1343-44, or 1342-44; 
DTh 1345“ 

Johannes [de Rathe] de Scotia (cited by Rimini and Vargas)? 
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In the records of the General Chapter of the Dominican order in 1342 and 1343 
(CUP II, p. 526, #1059; p. 538, #1071), the friar designated to read at Paris in 
1343-44 was Franciscus de Belluno, presumably referring to the town of Belluno 
in the Alpine valley of Piave, north of Treviso. In June 1346 the Dominican 
General Chapter assigned Franciscus de Belluno, by then D'Th, to be the lector 
at Bologna in 1346-47, and assigned Franciscus de Tervisio [Treviso] to read the 
Sentences at Bologna in that same year. Thus in Dominican records Francis- 
cus de Belluno and Franciscus de Tervisio were two different persons (Denifle's 
conclusion, CUP II, p. 592n), but both Rimini and Vargas cite their contempo- 
rary bachelor, who must have been Franciscus de Belluno, as ‘de Tervisio’ or ‘de 
Tarvisio’ because of his region of origin. Rimini cites him as a fellow bachelor 
and Vargas refers to Franciscus’ vesperies, which was a disputation connected 
with his inception as master. This would suggest that the person to whom they 
refer read the Sentences in 1343-44, incepted in late in 1344 or in 1345, and was 
sent to Bologna as DTh in 1346. He died in 1354 (T. KAEPPELI, Scriptores Or- 
dinis Praedicatorum Medii Aevii , vol. I, Rome 1970, p. 390). His only surviving 
works are two scriptural commentaries, one on Genesis and one on Tobit /Tobias 
(Pavia, Bibl. Univ. Aldini 168, ff. 1r-25, 27r-37v). 

There are no principia as such from Rimini, but he does cite the opinions of fel- 
low bachelors in his questions on the Sentences. The Venice 1522 edition (Book 
I, f. 181vb, and Book II, f. 129vb) states that Gregory “legit Parisius anno do- 
mini 1344.” From other evidence we know that he was sent to Paris to read the 
Sentences in 1342, and assuming a one-year reading and a year of residence in 
Paris in preparation to read the Sentences, one arrives at 1343-44; see V. MAR- 
COLINO, "Einleitung" to Gregorii Ariminensis OESA, Lectura super primum et 
secundum Sententiarum, ed. A.D. TRAPP, V. MARCOLINO, vol. I, Berlin - New 
York 1981, p. xii. However, if one does not include a year of preparatory resi- 
dence at Paris, then a biennial Lectura becomes possible (1342-44). A one-year 
reading in 1342-43 would seem to be excluded on the grounds that the verb 
connected to the date of 1344 is “legit,” not “edidit”. 

'There is no other Scottish master at Paris at this time by the name of John, 
who is also known to be an advanced student in theology, other than Johannes 
de Rathe. He was a secular clerk from the diocese of St. Andrews, MA in 1333 
(AUP I, col. 16), regent in the faculty of arts until 1340 (AUP I, col. 39), and 
nuntius for his nation in 1337 (Rot. Par. I, p. 86). He was cursor in theology 
in 1342, when he was made archdeacon of Aberdeen (Rot. Par. I, p. 165), 
and was “baccalarius actu licentiato in theologia" in August 1346 (Rot. Par. 
I, p. 251); DTh by 1348 (D.E.R. WATT, A Biographical Dictionary of Scottish 
Graduates to 1410, Oxford 1977, pp. 465-66). By 1349 he was apparently back 
in Scotland, where he was appointed cantor at Moray in addition to his position 


441 


442 


William J. COURTENAY 


1344-45 (15 socii): 


?Nicholas Tibour* 

Alphonsus Dionysii of Lisbon, Sent. 1344-45 (cited by Vargas)*° 

* Alphonsus Vargas of Toledo, OESA, Sent 1344-45 (cited as ‘Al 
fonsus Augustinensis’ by Perugia); DTh 1348; Bp. Badajoz 
1353; Bp. Osma 1354; Archbp. Sevilla 1361; d. 136616 

Bartholus (or Bartholomeus), OFM (cited by Perugia as ‘rationes 
Bartol. baccalaurii minorum "Il" 
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as archdeacon (ASV, Reg. Suppl. 19, f. 171v). He became bishop of Aberdeen 
in 1350 (ASV, Reg. Vat. 199, ep. 20) and died c. 1355 (WATT, Biographical 
Dictionary, p. 466). He is the author of a determination, *Utrum Deus possit 
decipere aliquem" (Paris, BnF, lat. 16408, ff. 194v-195v; BnF, lat. 16535, 
f. 161r-161v). Assuming Rathe completed his second year of lectures on a book 
of the Bible in 1342-43, it is likely that he was sententiarius in 1343-44 and 
was baccalarius formatus in 1344-45, either still reading (across a biennium) or 
opposing and responding, and engaging with Vargas in that capacity rather than 
as a fellow bachelor. 

On this year, see C. SCHABEL, M. BRÎNZEI, “Better off Dead: The Latitude of 
Human Misery in the Oxford Replicationes of the Dominican Robert Holcot and 
the Parisian Principia of the Cistercians Jean de Mirecourt and Pierre Ceffons,” 
in A Question of Life and Death — Living and Dying in Medieval Philosophy. 
Acts of the XXIII Annual Colloquium of the SIEPM University of Leuven 11-12 
October 2018, ed. J.-M. COUNET, Turnhout 2022, pp. 143-182, esp. 158-170. 
He began his fourth year as B Th in September 1348 (Rot. Par. I, p. 262n; CUP 
IL pp. 596-97, n. 23) If he included his year as sententiarius in the calculation, 
as became customary by mid-century and as Denifle stated, then he read the 
Sentences in 1344-45. He was a canon with expectation of prebend at Le Mans 
by 1349 (Rot. Par. I, p. 321) and D'Th by 1350 (CUP II, pp. 596-97, n. 23, 
citing from ASV, Reg. Suppl, an. 9, f. 128). He was probably licensed late 
in 1349 and incepted in the spring of 1350. By March 1355 he had acquired a 
prebend at Le Mans and was canon with expectation of prebend in the Angers 
cathedral, where he was also scholasticus (Rot. Par. II, pp. 519-20). 

CUP II, p. 558, #1098, dated January 23, 1345: “magister Alfonsus Dionysii de 
Ulixbona, Parisiis Sententias actu legens |... .]" 

Parallel to the colophon for Rimini, the Venice 1490 edition of Vargas! [n primum 
Sententiarum, states “qui legit Parisius anno domini 1345". If Gregory read 
in 1343-44, then Alphonsus Vargas read in 1344-45. The interdependence of 
references among socii as well as the sequence of Augustinian bachelors also 
requires this. As was the case with Rimini, references in Vargas's commentary 
to concurrent bachelors are in the body of the commentary, not in principial 
questions identified as such. This suggests that he reworked principial questions 
and placed them in his questions in sententias, or he continued debates with his 
socii in the latter text. 

Yet to be identified. 


Principial Cohorts at Paris 


Fernandus [Johannis] de Toledo, mag. (cited by Vargas and Peru- 
gia)*® 

Guillelmus Munerii, OP (CUP II, p. 538, #1071; p. 550, #1091) 
from the province of France (cited as ‘baccalarius Predicato- 
rum’ by Vargas) 

Johannes Ferrati (cited by Vargas)?? 

Johannes de Magno Monasterio (cited by Vargas 

*Johannes de Mirecourt, OCist (cited by Vargas?)?? 

Johannes Normannus, OSB (cited by Mirecourt)?? 
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He was a fellow of the Sorbonne. He was also somehow connected to the royal 
family in Lisbon. He apparently read his two courses on the Bible in one year, 
1343-44 (ASV, Reg. Aven. 75, f. 578v) and read the Sentences in the following 
year, without any year of expectation (Rot. Par. I, p. 197). At that time he held 
numerous benefices, sine cura, including a canonical prebend in the cathedral 
chapter at Toledo. 

This identification presupposes that Guillelmus Munerii fulfilled his appointment 
and was not delayed or replaced by someone else. 

A secular clerk from the diocese of Bayeux, MA by 1335 (Rot. Par. I, p. 78), 
cursor in theology in 1342 (Rot. Par. I, p. 259), BTh by 1346 (Rot. Par. I, 
259), and still only BTh in 1349 (Rot. Par. I, pp. 445-406). 

He was most likely Jean de Blois from the diocese of Chartres and a monk at 
Marmoutier, DTh by May 1349 (Rot. Par. I, 277); Sullivan, Benedictine Monks, 
p. 59. One problem, however, is that Maius Monasterium is the Latin for Mar- 
moutier, and the Cistercian mother house, Citeaux, is often called Magnum 
Monasterium. That might make it still possible that Vargas, an Augustinian 
Hermit, could be referring to Mirecourt, who was a monk at Citeaux. Schabel 
and Brinzei, “Better off Dead,” p. 160, assuming that Johannes Normannus is 
another name for the Benedictine from Marmoutier, maintained that Vargas’ 
description of Johannes de Magno Monasterio’s doctrine does not accord with 
that of Mirecourt. But Mirecourt was discussing the opinions of Johannes Nor- 
mannus, not Johannes de Magno Monasterio. In any case, this Jean de Blois 
should not be confused with Jean de Blois, chancellor at Paris, 1328-1329. 

A major and controversial figure in fourteenth-century thought, some of whose 
propositions were condemned at Paris in 1347. There are four collationes and 
principia, but he engages only a Benedictine socius, identified as Johannes Nor- 
mannus 

JEAN DE MIRECOURT, Lectura in Sententias (Cracow, Bibl. Jag., ms. 1184, 
f. 2r): *contra venerabilem socium nigrum monachum, scilicet Johannem Nor- 
mannum." See Sullivan, Benedictine Monks, p. 256. This Benedictine was not 
another name for Jean de Blois, and his being identified as a Norman may have 
been Mirecourt’s way of differentiating him from the Benedictine socius from 
Marmoutier, across the Loire from Tours. There were three Benedictine houses 
of study at Paris (St. Denis, Cluny, and Marmoutier), but Benedictine monks 
could also study theology while resident in the townhouse of an abbot, in this 
case from Normandy, e.g. Fécamp, or at the Sorbonne, which may have been 
the residence of Pierre Roger c. 1320, later provisor of the Sorbonne. 
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Johannes [de Rathe] Scotus (cited by Rimini & Vargas)?* 

*Paulus de Perusia [Perugia], OCarm, Sent. 1344-4555 

Robertus de Aluma/Luna (cited by Perugia as ‘reverendus baccalar- 
ius, scilicet magister Robertus de Aluma) 

Robertus de Corbeia, B Th (cited by Perugia, in the margin of Man- 
tua, Bibl. comm., Ms. G.IIL3, as ‘magister Robertus de 
Corbeya’)*® 

Rodulphus [de Cornaco], OFM (cited by Vargas)?" 
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Despite the fact that Rathe was a concurrent bachelor with Rimini in 1343-44 
(see entry and note), Vargas described Rathe as *reverendus doctor qui quartus 
post me incepit," referring to the sequence in which they gave their principia on 
the Sentences. Inasmuch as Vargas refers to Rathe in his questions on book I 
of the Sentences presented in the autumn of 1344, and Rimini refers to Rathe 
in his commentary on book II of the Sentences, perhaps Rimini read across a 
biennium (I, IV, II, and III) and gave his lectures on book II in the fall of 1344, 
when Rathe was beginning his lectures. Citing Rathe as ‘doctor’ means that the 
version of Vargas! questions in the printed edition was revised in or after 1347. 
The records of the Carmelite General Chapter in 1342 appointed Paulus de 
Perusia to read the Sentences at Paris “pro tertio anno," presumably mean- 
ing 1344-45; see Acta capitulorum generalium, ed. G. Wessels, p. 35 ff., from 
XIBERTA, De scriptoribus, pp. 285-316, at p. 285; see also B.M. XIBERTA, “De 
Paulo Perusino, Baccalario, O.Carm.," Analecta Ordinis Carmelitarum 5 (1926), 
pp. 425-488; C. SCHABEL, “The Sentences Commentary of Paul of Perugia, 
O.Carm., with an Edition of his Question on Divine Foreknowledge," RTPM 72 
(2005), pp. 54-112. A statement in Bologna, Bibl. Archigymnasii, ms. lat. A. 
941, f. 53v, reads: “Explicit primus Sententiarum editus a fratre Paulo de Peru- 
sio ordinis beate Marie de monte Carmeli, cuius anima requiescat in pace, qui 
legit et compilavit hanc lecturam Parisius anno Domini M.CCCXLIIIL," which 
may be the source for the statement by Arnoldus Boss, De illustribus viris 
ordinis ... de Monte Carmeli, contained in Speculo Carmelitano, Antwerp 1680, 
vol. II, pt. 5, p. 890, n. 3018: “Lecturam hanc Parisius edidit a 1344.” Although 
the phrase "edidit a 1344" might imply reading the Sentences in 1343-44 or 
earlier, the fact that Paul cites Alphonsus Vargas and Fernandus confirms that 
Paul read in 1344-45, most of which would be 1344 according to the Parisian 
calendar. The manuscripts contain collationes and principia for each book of the 
Sentences. All mentions of contemporary bachelors are from Sent. I, qq. 31-35; 
see C. SCHABEL, “The Sentences Commentary of Paul of Perugia, O.Carm., 
with an Edition of his Question on Divine Foreknowledge," RTPM 77 (2005), 
pp. 54-112. 

MA by 1335 (Rot. Par. I, p. 76); twice rector of the University of Paris by June 
1342 (Rot. Par. I, pp. 136-37); self-described as MA in April 1345 (Rot. Par. 
I, p. 232) but BTh by August 1346 (Rot. Par. I, p. 258). On his subsequent 
career see Rot. Par. II, pp. 59, 65, 81, 278-79, 281. 

'The minister general of the Franciscan order supplicated Clement VI in August 
1346 that Radulphus de Cornaco [Cornac in the southern Auvergne] be promoted 


Principial Cohorts at Paris 


1348-49 (11 or 12 socii):°8 


Astencius/ Ascensius de Sancta Columba, OFM (cited as ‘Astencius 
Minor’ by Ceffons; cited as ‘baccalarius de domo Minorum' 
by Hugolino)?? 

Bartholomeus de Ansyaco/ Ausiacho [Auxiaco?], OP, French province 
(CUP II, p. 604, #1140; p. 619, #1154) (cited as ‘Praedica- 
tor’ or ‘bac. de domo Praedicatorum! by Hugolino; cited as 
‘Bartholomaeus Praedicator' by Ceffons) 

Grimerius [Bonifacii de Rothomago] (cited as *magister Grimerius’ 
by Ceffons)90 

*Hugolino de Urbeveteri [Orvieto], OESA, with principia (cited as 
‘Hugulinus Augustinensis’ by Ceffons), D Th 135261 

Johannes (cited as *magister Johannes qui sexto loco incepit! by 
Ceffons, and possibly identical with Johannes de Signevilla) 

Johannes [Charel] de Albapetra, de domo Navarre (cited by Cef- 
fons)? 

Johannes dictus Maheu de Signevilla, prior de domo Sorbonae (cited 
as ‘mag. Johannes de Sinevilla’ by Ceffons; cited as ‘Prior 
Sorbonae’ by Hugolino)® 
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to the magisterium (CUP II, pp. 597-98, #1132), which the pope did in a subse- 
quent letter to the chancellor at Paris (see note in ASV, Reg. Aven. 33, f. 163v). 
He later became the Franciscan provincial minister of Aquitaine (L. WADDING, 
Annales Minorum, VIII, p. 84). 

On this year, also see SCHABEL, BRÎNZEI, “Better off Dead,” pp. 170-180. 

A collatio and principium of Astensius survive in Graz, Univ. 836, ff. 81r-90r, 
but they appear to be connected with his time as biblicus, not sententiarius. 
Ascensius was papally recommended to be licensed and incept in 1352 (CUP 
III, p. 13, #1203). See also C. CENCI, *Sermoni del Mag. Ascensio di Santa 
Colomba," Antonianum 66 (1991), pp. 301-351. 

From a prominent Rouen family and served as nuntius for the Norman nation 
and rector of the university, DTh by 1356, and chancellor in 1360; he died in 
1370. See numerous entries in CUP II and Rot. Par. I and II; J. VERGER, 
“Grimier Boniface,” in Portraits de maîtres, pp. 179-186. 

HUGOLINI DE UnBE VETERI OESA, Commentarius in quattuor libros Senten- 
tiarum, ed. W. ECKERMANN, vol. I-IV, (Cassiciacum, 8), Würzburg 1980-1988, 
[= principia and questions on books I-IV]. See also V. MARCOLINO, “Die Quástio- 
nensammlung im Ms. Paris, BnF, lat. 16228," AHDLM 54 (1987), pp. 279-288, 
esp. 280 where Hugolino's principia are discussed. 

Johannes Charelli de Albapetra [Aubpierre-sur-Aube, Haute-Marne], was still 
only BTh in 1353, 1354 & 1355 (Rot. Par. Il, pp. 504, 505, 520); D Th by 1357 
(Rot. Par. Il, p. 528); GOROCHOV, Navarre, p. 583. 

Johannes dictus Maheu de Signevilla [Signéville, Haute-Marne, northeast of 
Chaumont] from the diocese of Langres petitioned with the French nation as 
a master of arts in 1345 and 1349 (Rot. Par. I, pp. 217, 311); he was BTh 
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Laurentius (cited as ‘magister Laurentius’ by Ceffons) 

Nicolaus, OSB, prior de Alpecto, [Le Pecq, Benedictine priory near 
St-Germain-en-Laye], (cited by Ceffons; same as Benedictine 
socius?)54 

*Petrus Ceffons, OCist, with principia (cited as ‘baccalarius de 
Sancto Bernardo’ by Hugolino)65 

Benedictine bachelor (cited as ‘monachus niger’ by Ceffons; same 
as prior of Le Pecq?) 

Carmelite bachelor [Petrus de Turribus, OCarm, according to TRAPP, 
“Augustinian Theology,” p. 267] (cited as ‘bac. de domo 
Carmelitarum’ by Ceffons and Hugolino) 


<1357-58 or 1358-59 at Amiens, with connections to Paris:66 


Amandus/Armandus de Valenciennes, de Artesio, OFM, Sent. 1357 
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by 1353 (Rot. Par. IL, p. 491) and DTh by 1357 (Rot. Par. II, p. 529). It 
seems strange that in the spring of 1349 he would not have identified himself as 
a bachelor of theology as well as a master in arts. There is no known connection 
of Signevilla with the Sorbonne, but as a theologian that is not improbable. Al- 
though not mentioned by Glorieux, Ceffon's evidence makes the connection with 
the Sorbonne certain. Possibly the same as the prior of the Sorbonne cited in 
Vaticano, Vat. lat. 986, f. 1v-2r, if the anonymous author was referring to an 
earlier theologian rather than a contemporary. He should not be confused with 
Johannes de Signevilla, a boursier in theology at the Collége de Navarre in 1392 
(GOROCHOV, Navarre, pp. 700-701. 

Same as Nicolaus de Alterpudia cited later by Plaoul? 

Along with his questions on the Sentences, the principia of Ceffons are found in 
Troyes, Bibl. mun. 62, ff. 3v-7v (I), 83v-87r (II), 185v-191r (III), 207r-211v 
(IV); and Troyes, Bibl. mun. 930, ff. 1r-32v (III-IV). Since in his first principium 
Ceffons cited a master (Johannes) who was sixth in order, Ceffons began later. 
On Ceffons and his socii, see C. SCHABEL, Pierre Ceffons et le déterminisme 
radical au temps de la peste noir, Paris 2019, pp. 115-128. 

This group of bachelors and the hypothesis that they read the Sentences in the 
same year at Amiens was uncovered by K.H. TACHAU, “French Theology in 
the Mid-Fourteenth Century: Vatican Latin 986 and Wroclaw, Milich F. 64,” in 
AHDLMA 59 (1984), pp. 41-80. The Amiens location is based on the explicit 
to the questions of Johannes de Burgo (Wroclaw ms, Univ. 13706 [Milich F. 
64], f. 107vb): “Explicit super primo sententiarum a fratre Jo. dicto de Bbrgo 
«sic» disputatum in conventu Ambianensi 1358, scriptum Parisius 1363, 30 die 
mensis martii hora prima, et hoc fuit post eclipsim lune ad 1 horam et mediam 
que tunc fuit ante ortum ad 1 horam etc. in libraria? Preparation of the copy 
at Paris suggests, as Tachau noted, that Johannes de Burgo may have gone to 
Paris to read the Sentences after reading at Amiens, following the then-current 
Franciscan (indeed, mendicant) requirement of reading in one or more schools of 
the order before being sent to Paris for the baccalaureate. 
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or 1358 at Amiens, 1358 or 1359 at Paris (cited by Stephanus 
Galdeti as *de Valenciennes" and by Johannes de Burgo as 
“de Artesio" = Artois); DTh regent at Paris in 1362 (Rot. 
Par. II, p. 88) 

* Andreas de Novocastro, OFM; repeated at Paris?" 

*Johannes de Burgo, OESA?; perhaps repeated at Paris a year or 
two later9? 

*Registre; subsequently read Sent. at Paris?» 9? 


1358-59 or 1359-60 (9 socii):70 


Alanus [le Marhec] (cited by Bonsemblans in princ. II, Munich, 
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K.H. TACHAU, “The Quaestiones in primum librum Sententiarum of Andreas de 
Novocastro,” AHDLMA 67 (1992), pp. 289-318; TACHAU, “French Theology,” 
who believes Andreas read the Sentences at Amiens before becoming sententiar- 
ius at Paris; and R.L. FRIEDMAN, “Andreas de Novo Castro (fl. 1358) on Divine 
Omnipotence and the Nature of the Past: I Sentences, Distinction Forty-Five, 
Question Six. Text and Introduction," Cahiers de l'Institut du Moyen-Age Grec 
et Latin 64 (1994), pp. 101-50. 

TACHAU, “French Theology," pp. 47—59; for the argument on his belonging to 
the order of Augustinian Hermits, see TACHAU, “French Theology," pp. 55-57. 
'The commentary of *Registre" was uncovered by Katherine Tachau in Città del 
Vaticano, Vat. lat. 986 on the basis of passages cited in Burgo's commentary and 
attributed to a “Registrum”; see “French Theology,” pp. 60-66. Documentation 
from the Rotuli Parisienses brings us a step closer to an identification. The 
scribe of Città del Vaticano, Vat. lat. 986 was Hamonicus Plenus Amoris, or 
Haimo Plein d'Amour, a scribe who copied a number of manuscripts, some in 
French, which have survived at Paris. In the mid to late 1340s there was a 
canon of Cambrai by the name of Johannes Plenus Amoris de Registro who 
acted as executor on a provision for a Parisian master of arts (Rot. Par. I, 
p. 221), and was probably connected to the University, as was usually the case 
with executors mentioned by name rather than office. The identical and unusual 
family name (Plein d'Amour) for the Parisian scribe of 1358-1363 who copied 
Registre's commentary and a Paris-connected canon also known as “de Registro" 
suggest either that “Registre” is Johannes Plenus Amoris de Registro, whose 
studies in theology in the 1350s had reached the stage of sententiarius by the 
end of the decade, or we may be looking at a relative of the former. 

'TRAPP, “Augustinian Theology,” pp. 247, 268, followed by ZUMKELLER, pp. 175, 
230, placed Bonsemblans’ sentential year (and thus of this entire group) in 
1358-59, but without supporting argumentation. F. EHRLE, Der Sentenzenkom- 
mentar Peters von Candia, Münster 1925, pp. 52-53, thought Bonsemblans 
read “nicht lange vor dem Jahr 1363" because he and Johannes de Calore were 
"gleichzeitig ... 'bacalarius sententiarius formatus" The sentential proximity 
of Bonsemblans and Calore, along with the identification of ‘magister Alanus' 
make 1359-60 a better — but not definite — placement. 
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Clm 26711, f. 402va: ‘Istam alias probavi contra magistrum 

Alanum’)"! 

Andreas de Novocastro, OFM (cited by Bonsemblans in princ. I, 
Munich, Clm 26711, f. 398rb: ‘bacellarius de domo Mino- 
rum’); princ. Il, f. 401ra: ‘reverendo bacellario ordinis Mi- 
norum’; princ. III, f. 403rb: ‘contra illum bacellarium Mi- 
norum’; princ. IV, f. 405ra in margin. (cited by Registre 
and perhaps by Anon. Vat. lat. 986, f. 14va-15rb: 'frater 
Andreas")? 

* Bonsemblans Baduarius de Peraga/Patavio/Padua, OESA, prin- 
cipia I-IV (cited by Galdeti, Hiltalinger, and Simon of Cre- 
mona), DTh 13637? 

Johannes [Petri] de Calore, D'Th by 1365” (cited by Bonsem- 
blans in princ. I, Clm 26711, f. 399rb: ‘contra Johannem 
de Calore’, f. 399vb: baccalarius de Cerbona’; in princ. Il, 
f. 402ra: ‘contra magistrum Johannem’, f. 402rb: ‘contra 
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Secular clerk from Brittany, rector of the University c.1359 and BTh by 1360 
(Rot. Par. Il, p. 559). 

K. TACHAU, “The Quaestiones in primum librum Sententiarum of Andreas de 
Novocastro," AHDLMA 59 (1992), pp. 289-318. Tachau accepts Ypma's dating 
of Novocastro's Sentences at Paris as 1358-59; see E. YPMA, “Notice sur la 
‘Studium’ de Paris au cours de la deuxiéme moitié du XIVe siécle," Augustiniana 
17 (1967), pp. 14-36. 

Bonsemblans (Buonsembiante Badoario in Italian) came from a prominent 
Venetian family of Hungarian origin (see EHRLE, Der Sentenzenkommentar, 
pp. 51-56). Copies of his principia survive in Munich, Clm 26711, ff. 397r-406v 
(I = 3975; II = 400r; III = 402v; IV = 404v); Città del Vaticano, Vat. 
lat. 981, ff. 91r-105v. He became D'Th at Paris by papal bull in 1363 (CUP 
III, pp. 102-03, #1276). In his fourth principium Bonsemblans responded to 
the arguments his Franciscan socius maintained against him in the latter's third 
principium, and the text Bonsemblans cites can be found in Andreas de Novo- 
castro's prologue to his Sentences commentary, quest. 2, as given by Tachau. 
On Bonsemblans, see ZUMKELLER, p. 230, and O. UTAMURA, Die Principia- 
Vorlesungen des Bonsembiante Badoer. Eine philosophiegeschichtliche Unter- 
suchung, unpublish MA from München University 2014. 

Secular clerk from the diocese of Langres, MA by 1337 (LC Benoît XII, #4464) 
and still regent in arts in 1349, 1355, and 1362 (Rot. Par. I, p. 312; Rot. Par. II, 
pp. 71, 113); entered Collège de Navarre in 1348 (GOROCHOV, Navarre, p. 605), 
but apparently moved to Sorbonne by 1359. He was licensed and incepted in the- 
ology in 1363 when statements in his vesperiae were called into question, forcing 
a recantation (CUP III, p. 108-09, #1288). DTh by 1365 (Rot. Par. II, p. 280); 
chancellor of Notre Dame, 1370-1380 (CUP II, p. xv). See recently L. CIOCA, 
“The Parisian Backgrougn of Henry of Langenstein Through the Case of John 
of Calore's Vesperies,” in The Rise of an Academic Elite: Deans, Masters, and 
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Johannem’; in princ. III, f. 404va: ‘cum bacellarium de Cer- 
bona’; and in princ. IV, f. 406ra: dixit Johannes de Calore’, 
f. 406rb: ‘cum bacellario de Cerbona in tertio principio’) 

Petrus [Julioti] de Cluniaco, OSB” (cited by Bonsemblans in princ. 
I, Clm 26711, f. 399rb: ‘contra dominum Petrum de Cluni- 
aco’), in princ. III, f. 404rb: ‘bacellarius de Cluniaco’; and in 
princ. IV, f. 406rb: ‘contra bacellarium de Cluniacensem’) 

Carmelite bachelor (cited by Bonsemblans in princ. 1, Munich, 
Clm 26711, f. 399ra: ‘contra Carmelitam’, ‘dicit bacellarius 
Carmel’; princ. II, f. 401vb: ‘contra bacellarium Carmeli- 
tarum’; princ. III, f. 404ra: ‘probavi in primo et in se- 
cundo principio meo contra baccel. Carmelitarum’; princ. 
IV, f. 405vb: ‘cum bacellarium Carmelitarum") 

Cistercian bachelor (cited by Bonsemblans in princ. 1, Munich, 
Clm 26711, f. 399rb: ‘contra Bernh. bacellarium’; princ. 
IL, f. 402ra: “contra reverendum bacellarium de domo Bern- 
hardiorum’) 

Dominican bachelor (extern?) (cited by Bonsemblans, in princ. 
II, Munich, Clm 26711, f. 400va: ‘reverendus bachelarius 
Predicatorum’, f. 401va: ‘bacell. Predicatorum’; princ. III, 
f. 402vb: ‘bacellarius Predicatorum', f. 403rb, in margin: 
‘resp. Predicatoris’; princ. IV, f. 404vb: ‘in tertio suo prin- 
cipio arguit bacellarius Predicatorum’) 

* Anonymous Franciscan? bachelor, Vat. lat. 986, ff. 1r-31v (cites 
[baccalarius] Praedicator; prior de Cerbona)"” 
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Scribes at the University of Vienna before 1400, ed. M. BRÎNZEI (Studia Sen- 
tentiarum, 6), Brepols 2022, pp. 129-153. According to TRAPP, “Augustinian 
Theology,” pp. 249, 268, he is cited as ‘Johannes de Calore’ and ‘baccalarius de 
Cerbona’ [Sorbona] by both Bonsemblans and Hiltalinger. 

Rot. Par. II, pp. 280-81. 

Petrus Julioti, BTh by 1364 and DTh in 1368 (SULLIVAN, Benedictine Monks, 
pp. 186-187). 

TACHAU, “French Theology,” pp. 42-47. The person referred to as the prior of the 
Sorbonne could be Lambertus Bertrandin de Hannonia, known to be the prior 
in 1257 (Glorieux, Sorbonne I, pp. 190, 230), Johannes Boutevillain, known to 
be the prior in 1362 (Glorieux, Sorbonne I, p. 190), or John de Calore, although 
he is not otherwise known to have held that office. 
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1362-63: 
Johannes de Falisca, DTh in 1364 (LC Urban V, #1885)" 
Michael Aiguani, OCarm.” 


1363-64 (9/10 socii): 

*Dionysius Foullechat, OFM (CUP III, pp. 93-94, #1267) (cited by 
Gaudet in princ. II as ‘baccalaurius de domo Minorum’)*? 

Everardus de Brugghenoye, O.Premon., BTh by Dec. 1362 (CUP 
III, p. 95, #1269) (cited by Gaudet in princ. I, II, III, IV as 
‘Evrardus’| 

Simon de Puteo, O.P., from Palermo convent (cited by Gaudet as 
‘bacc. de domo Predicatorum’ in princ. Il & III, and ‘Pred- 
icator’ in princ. IV 

Simon de Spira, dictus Arnwyler, OCarm; DTh Paris in 1367; 
taught at Cologne, 1389-1403 (cited by Gaudet as * Carmelita" 
in princ. I, as ‘bacc. de Carmelo’ in princ. II and III, as 
‘Simon de Carmelo’ in princ. III, and as ‘Simon’ in princ. 


IV) 


75 Falisca was from Lille and incepted as master in arts at Paris in the Picard nation 


in 1340 or 1341 (Rot. Par. I, 128, 430). In the university rotulus in November 
1362, he described himself only as a master of arts, but that does not prevent his 
being sententiarius in 1361—62 or 1362-63, since no supplicants in that rotulus 
mentioned studies or a degree in a higher faculty (Rot. Par. II, 143). By 1365 
he was regent master in theology and a fellow of the Sorbonne (Rot. Par. Il, 
281-82). P. GLORIEUX, “Jean de Falisca,” AHDLMA 33 (1966), pp. 24-104, 
incorrectly attributed Étienne Gaudet's principia in Paris, BnF, lat. 16535, to 
Falisca and thus misdated Falisca's sentential year. 

On Michael Aiguani, OCarm, see XIBERTA, De scriptoribus, pp. 328-329. 
Foullechat, a bachelor of theology, was forced to recant positions in November 
1364 that had been condemned by the regent masters in theology. To allow 
for his statements to be the basis for a trial and censure, he most likely read 
the Sentences in 1363-64. On Foullechat, see G.S. MOULE, Corporate Juris- 
diction, Academic Heresy, and Fraternal Correction at the University of Paris, 
1200-1400, Leiden 2016, pp. 10-17. 

XIBERTA, De scriptoribus, p. 52; LICKTEIG, The German Carmelites, p. 142, 
dated Simon’s sentential year at Paris as 1364-65, after lecturing on the Bible 
at Paris in 1363-64. According to XIBERTA, De scriptoribus, p. 52, Simon was 
sent to Paris as biblicus in 1362 and was designated to read the Sentences in the 
following year, 1363-64. Lickteig, using Frankfurt, Stadtarchiv, Repertorium 
B79 (Karmeliterbücher), 47a, f. 93v, stated that Simon was appointed to lecture 
on the Sentences at Trier in 1361, was prior and lector at Mainz in 1362, and only 
returned to Paris in 1363, presumably to read the Sentences. Gaudet's citations 
of Evrardus and Simon as socii makes it certain that Evrardus' designation 
as a bachelor of theology in December 1362 meant biblicus, not sententiarius. 
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Simon de Valle [Scolarium], OSA (cited by Gaudet as ‘Simon de 
Valle’ in princ. I, IV?) 

*Stephanus Galdeti [Gaudet] de collegio Cerbona [Sorbonne], DTh 
by 13708? 

Augustinian bachelor [?Facinus de Ast, OESA] (cited by Gaudet as 
‘dom. de domo Augustinensium' in princ. II, III, IV)5? 

Cistercian bachelor (cited by Foullechat; cited by Gaudet as ‘Ber- 
nardiste’ in princ. I and IV, and as ‘baccalaureus de S. Ber- 
nardo’ in princ. II, IIT) 

Gaudet 

Magister meus R. cited by Gaudet in princ. II, III, TV84 
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According to Frankfurt, Stadtarchiv, Repertorium B79, ff. 101r-107r, Simon 
died in 1403. 

Étienne Gaudet, from the diocese of St-Flour in the southern Auvergne and 
nephew of Jean Achelin, papal chaplain, described himself in 1359-1360 as *bac- 
calarius Parisius in sacra pagina" (Rot. Par. Il, p. 555), although he was only 
biblical cursor at the time. He received a burse in theology in the Collége de 
Navarre in 1354 (GOROCHOV, Navarre, pp. 638-39) and was later a fellow of the 
Sorbonne. His principia are found in Paris, BnF, lat. 16535, ff. 195-246 and cite 
many of his fellow socii by name. TRAPP, “Augustinian Theology,” incorrectly 
made him a socius of Hiltalinger in 1365-1366, but Hiltalinger, who cited him, 
did not identify him as a concurrent bachelor. Z. KALUZA, Thomas de Cracovie, 
Wroclaw 1978, p. 89, and *Étienne Gaudet devant le probléme de la preuve en 
théologie," in Preuve et raisons à l'Université de Paris, ed. Z. KALUZA, P. Vi- 
GNAUX, Paris 1984, pp. 231-251, at 231, at that time dated Gaudet's sentential 
year as 1361-1362 and his inception as D'Th in 1365 or 1367. His dates can 
now be revised as biblical cursor in 1359-60 (Rot. Par. Il, 555), sententarius 
in 1363-64, probably licensed in 1367, and incepted as DTh in 1368. V. MAR- 
COLINO, *Leben und Schrifttum des Augustiner-Eremiten Johannes von Basel 
(T 1392)," in Augustiniana 53 (2003), pp. 319-81, at 344, misread Kaluza’s foot- 
note in Thomas de Cracovie and dated Gaudet's inception in 1369. The inception 
vesperies in Paris, BnF, lat. 16409, f. 1r-22v, assumed by Katuza and others 
to be those of Étienne Gaudet, and which on f. 4r cite John of Basel by name 
for a position he held in his second principium in January 1369, as Marcolino 
noted, then those vesperies cannot be by Gaudet. Gaudet's principia (or some 
of them) occur in Paris, BnF, lat. 16409, ff. 27r-37r, and part of the prologue to 
his Sentences commentary is preserved in Paris, BnF, lat. 16535, ff. 151r-177r. 
There are also his responses in Paris, BnF, lat. 16409, ff. 176r-178v. 

'TRAPP, “Augustinian Theology,” pp. 239-242. 

KALUZA, “Etienne Gaudet," p. 232, describes him as “un certain maitre Ray- 
mond,” but does not identify him as a socius. 
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1364-65: 


*Franciscus Baconis, OCarm; DTh by 136955 

Hugo [de Monteforti], OP, baccalarius secundarius (cited by Bacon 
as ‘pater meus frater H. Pre[dicator]’ and ‘frater Hugo’)*® 

Nicolaus de S. Saturnino de Parisius, OP, French province (CUP 
III, p. 105, #1280) (cited by Bacon as ‘frater Nicolaus ba- 
chalarius Predicatorum’) 

Augustinian bachelor (cited by Bacon as ‘bachalarius Sancti Au- 
gustini’) 

Cistercian bachelor (cited by Bacon, according to Xiberta, De scrip- 
toribus, p. 396) 


1366-67 or 1367-68: 


Godescalcus de Pomulez [Nepomuk], OCist.°7 


1368-69:88 


*Johannes Hiltalinger of Basel, OESA, lic. 1371, DTh 1372°° 
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XIBERTA, De scriptoribus, pp. 394—413. In addition to his questions on the 
Sentences, there are four principia. Those for books I and II [principia I and III] 
(Paris, BnF, lat. 15374, ff. 97v-102v; Rome, Arch. Ord. Carm., ms. II pers. 4, 
ff. 108v-118v) were placed after book I in both manuscripts; those for books III 
and IV [principia IV and II] (Paris, BnF, lat. 15374, ff. 137r-141r; Rome, Arch. 
Ord. Carm., ms. II pers. 4, ff. 179v-188v) were placed after book III. 

Urban V requested the chancellor at Paris, Grimerius Bonifacii, to allow Hugo 
de Monteforti, OP, to read the Sentences at Paris in 1364-65 or 1365-66, in 
addition to the bachelor appointed by the Dominican Order (CUP III, p. 107, 
#1286). In November 1364, he is reported as a current bachelor of theology 
(CUP III, p. 121, #1299). 

TRAPP, “Augustinian Theology," p. 251; Paul J.J.M. BAKKER, La raison et le 
miracle. Les doctrines eucharistiques (c.1250-c.1400), 2 vols., Nijmegen 1999, 
IL, pp. 23-35; C. SCHABEL, “Cistercian University Theologians on the Filioque," 
Archa Verbi 11 (2014), pp. 124-89, at 137-38. Gottschalk's questions on the 
Sentences in Cracow, Bibl. Jag., Ms. 1499, are dated 1367. The critical edition 
of the Prologue in GODESCALO DE NEPOMUK, Teologia ca dispozitie stiintifica. 
Prolog la Comentariu la Cartea Sentintelor, ed. and trans. A. BAUMGARTEN, 
Iasi 2016. 

TRAPP, “Augustinian Theology,” p. 249, conjectured that Stephanus Galdeti, 
Guillelmus de Cremona, OFM, Paulus de Fonte, OCarm, and Godescalcus de 
Pomulcz, OCist, were concurrent bachelors with Hiltalinger. Galdeti, however, 
read in 1363-64, Cremona in 1365-66, probably at Bologna, Godescalcus at 
Paris in 1367-68, and the exact sentential year of Paulus de Fonte remains un- 
certain. Conradus de Ebraco [Ebrach], OCist, read the Sentences in 1368-69, 
but at Bologna and became DTh at Bologna in 1371. On his principia see: 
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Michael de Sorbona (cited by Hiltalinger as *dominus Michael" or 
‘Dominicus Michael’, according to TRAPP, “Augustinian The- 
ology,” p. 249) 

?Stephanus de Calvomonte?! 


Franciscan bachelor (cited by Hiltalinger as ‘baccalareus Minorum")?? 


1369-70 (10 socii)9?: 


Dominicus, frater, OP, extern? Cited by Regis in princ. I, art. 3 
(f. 38r) as ‘baccalarius ordinarius Predicatorum', and in mar- 
gin ‘7% bachalarius Predicatorum’; in princ. II (f. 39v) 
as ‘bachalarius ordinarius de ordine Predicatorum; and in 
princ. IV as ‘pater meus bachalarius ordinarius de domo 
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M. BRÎNZEI, C. SCHABEL, « Les cisterciens et l'université Le cas du commen- 
taire des Sentences de Conrad d'Ebrach (+1399) », in Les cisterciens et leurs 
bibliothéques, ed. A.-M. TURCAN-VERKERK, D. STUTZMANN, TH. FALMAGNE, 
P. GANDIL (Bibliothéque d'histoire culturelle du Moyen Age, 18), Turnhout 
2018, pp. 453-486; M. BRiNzEL C. SCHABEL, “Thomas Aquinas as Authority 
and the Summa as Auctoritas in the Late Middle Ages,” in Summistae. The 
Commentary Tradition on Thomas Aquinas’s Summa Theologiae from the 15^ 
to the 17" Centuries), ed. L. LANZA, M. TosrE (Ancient and Medieval Philos- 
ophy, Series 1/58), Leuven 2021, pp. 95-125. 

See IOHANNES DE BASILEA OESA, Lectura Super Quattuor Libros Sententiarum, 
vol. LIV, ed. V. MARCOLINO, M. BRÎNZEI, C. OSER-GROTE (Cassiciacum- 
Supplementband 20-22), Würzburg 2016-2020. Only the principia for Books 
I (ed. MARCOLINO, BRINZEI, vol. I, pp. 122-172) and II (ed. MARCOLINO, 
BRINZEI, vol. III, pp. 15-44) survived. 

Trapp reported ‘Dominus’ and ‘Dominicus’ at different places in his article. 
Dominus Michael (thus Michael as a first name) seems more likely than Do- 
minicus Michael, but in neither case can a Sorbonne fellow of either name be 
found for this period. Both Michael Belesmeuf (DTh by 1349) and Michael de 
Brachia (DTh by 1352) belonged to a previous generation. On Hiltalinger, see 
V. MARCOLINO, “Leben und Schrifttum des Augustiner-Eremiten Johannes von 
Basel (1 1392),” Augustiniana 53 (2003), pp. 319-381. 

Etienne [Raverie] de Chaumont, from the diocese of Langres, was MA by 1362 
(Rot. Par. IL, p. 115), BTh by September 1368 (CUP #1345). He was licensed 
in or before 1373 and DTh by 1375 (CUP III, p. 225). 

Cited by Hiltalinger in his second principium, see ed. MARCOLINO, BRÍNZEI, 
vol. III, p. 19. 

On Eltville's fellow bachelors see M. BRiNzEI, “When Theologians play Philoso- 
phers: a Lost Confrontation between James of Eltville and his socii on the 
Perfection of Species and its Infinite Latitude,” in The Cistercian James of 
Eltville, pp. 43-77 and in the same volume W.J. COURTENAY, “James of Eltville, 
O.Cist., His Fellow sententiarii in 1369-70, and His Influence on Contempo- 
raries," pp. 21-42. 
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Predicatorum’ (f. 41v), as ‘frater Dominicus! and "705 bacha- 
larius ordinarius Predicator’ (f. 47v), and ‘Reverendus pater 
meus bachalarius ordinarius Predicator scripsit mihi quod 
dixit in 2° principio suo’ (f. 49r).°4 

Franciscus Christofori de Tortosa, OSA, coll. Sorbonne, BDecr. by 
1358, lic. theol. in 1374 (Sullivan, Licentiates I, pp. 14, 132). 
Cited by Regis in princ. I, art. 2 (f. 36v) as ‘3"° magister 
Franciscus Christofori de domo Cerbone’, in princ. II (f. 40r) 
as (reverendus magister, magister Franciscus bachalarius de 
domo Cerbone’, and in princ. IV (f. 44r) as ‘3% bachalarius 
magister Franciscus Christofori de Cerbona’.”° 

Jacobus de Altavilla [Eltville], OCist, DTh 1373. Cited by Regis in 
princ. I, art. 3 (f. 38r) as "GI bachalarius Bernardista’ and 
‘Jacobus frater bachalarius Bernardita’, and in princ. IV 
(f. 46v) as ‘frater Jacobus’ and ‘65 bachalarius Bernardita’.”° 

Johannes Corbechon, OESA, baccalarius secundarius. Cited by 
Regis in princ. II (f. 39v) as ‘frater Johannes Corbechon’, 
and in princ. IV as ‘reverendus pater bachalarius secun- 
darius de domo fratrum Augustini’ (f. 41v) and ‘Frater Jo- 
hannes Corbechon bachalarius 2"? Augustini’ (f. 52r) and 
(f. 53r): *Alias in principio meo posui conclusionem istam 
sub hac forma: stante pacto divino viator potest ex gratia 
mereri gloriam de condigno, conclusionem istam impugnavit 
subtiliter et profunde reverendus pater meus frater Johannes 


Corbechon, bachalarius 2"* de domo Augustini "9" 
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This Dominican is yet to be identified. The fact that Johannes Regis refers 
to him as “baccalarius ordinarius” suggests that there was another Dominican 
appointed to read in that year, outside the official appointment by the Dominican 
general chapter. It is possible that the second Dominican bachelor was Johannes 
Thomae, requested by Urban V in May 1369 to read during the winter of 1371 
(CUP II, p. 187), but who may have been allowed by the chancellor, Grimerius 
Bonifacii, to read the Sentences sooner. 

Rot. Par. I, p. 327; Rot. Par. Il, pp. 130, 538-39; GLORIEUX, Sorbonne, p. 300. 
On his Sentences see The Cistercian James of Eltville (T 1393). Author in Paris 
and Authority in Vienna, ed. M. BRÎNZEI, C. SCHABEL (Studia Sententiarum, 
3), Turnhout 2018, 510 p. and the forthcoming edition of Book I in Corpus 
Christianorum. 

'The expression *baccalarius secundarius" was a way of distinguishing between 
the bachelor who had been officially appointed by his order (*baccalarius or- 
dinarius") and a bachelor who was allowed to read through other patronage, 
usually papal. Corbechon persuaded Urban V to write the chancellor at Paris in 
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Johannes de Diodona, lic. theol. 1374 (Sullivan, Licentiates II, 
pp. 10, 199-200), DTh & regent in 1375 (CUP III, p. 226, 
#1406). Cited by Regis in princ. I, art. 3 (f. 38v) as "Dis 
bachalarius magister Johannes de Diadona' and (f. 54v) "Dm 
bachalarius magister Johannes de Diodona'?5 

*Johannes Regis, OFM, lic. theol. 1374/75 (Sullivan, Licentiates 
I, pp. 14, 307), DTh & regent in 1375 (CUP III, p. 225, 
311406)99 

Johannes Textoris, coll. Sorbonne, lic. theol. 1374 (Sullivan, Li- 
centiates II, pp. 10, 519-20); died 1375. Cited by Regis in 
princ. I, art. 2 (f. 37r) as 4"? magister Johannes Textoris de 
domo Cerbone’ and in princ. IV in margin (f. 45v) as ‘dus 
bachalarius Johannes Textoris de Cerbona’.!00 

Onofrius de Florentia, OESA. Cited by Regis in princ. II (f. 40r): 
“in secundo principio suo reverendus pater et bachalarius or- 
dinarius de domo fratrum de ordine sancti Augustini” and in 
princ. IV (f. 49v): “frater Onofrius de Florentia bachalarius 
ordinarius Augustini contra me” and (f. 50v): “fecit mihi 
reverendus pater bachalarius ordinarius de ordine fratrum 
sancti Augustini ... respondi in secundo principio meo ...” 
and (f. 51v) ‘frater Onofrius’.!°! 
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February 1369 to allow him to read the Sentences in 1369-70, without prejudice 
to the bachelor appointed by his order (LC Urbain V, #24501). 

He is mentioned as BTh in January 1371 (Rot. Par. Il, p. 397). He became 
provisor of the Sorbonne and later bishop of Senlis. 

His principia have survived in Paris, BnF, lat. 15156: princ. I (f. 34r-39r), 
princ. I (f. 39r-40r), princ. III (f. 40r-A1r), princ. IV (f. ff. 41r-55v), followed by 
questions on the Sentences, ff. 58r-178v, that a later hand ascribes to Gerson but 
belongs to Johannes Regis; see P. GLORIEUX, “Le Commentaire sur les Sentences 
attribué à Jean Gerson," RTAM 18 (1951), pp. 128-39, esp. 131-34 on his socii. 
Paris, BnF, lat. 15156, f. 49v: “8"° ego frater Johannes Minorum". Brinzei 
corrected Glorieux's division of Regis's principia in Paris, BnF, lat. 15156. See 
BniNzEI, “When Theologians play Philosophers,” pp. 45-47. 

A secular clerk from the diocese of Limoges, he was MA and a student in theology 
for 8 years by 1359 (Rot. Par. Il, pp. 534, 545, 549-50, 554, 130, 455). The 
success of his numerous personal supplications during the pontificate of Innocent 
VI suggests that he or his family was known to the pope. He is not listed 
in GLORIEUX, Sorbonne, but Regis cites him as *bachalarius mag. Johannes 
Textoris de domo Cerbone”. GLORIEUX, “Le Commentaire," p. 133, claimed 
'Textoris was also affiliated with the Collége de Navarre for a time, but this may 
be a confusion with Johannes Ravisius Textoris, a sixteenth-century author. 
GLORIEUX, *Le Commentaire," p. 133, claims he was licensed in 1381, but his 
name does not appear in the list of those licensed in theology. On Onofrius, 
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Richardus de Bellomonte [Beaumont], DTh by 1375 (Rot. Par. 
II, 455). Cited by Regis in princ. I, art. 1 (f. 36r) as 
‘Magister Richardus de Bellomonte secretarius domine regine 
regnantis’, and in princ. IV (f. 43v) as ‘2% magister Richardus 
de Bellomonte secretarius regine’. 102 

Carmelite bachelor. Cited by Regis in princ. I, art. 1 (f. 35v) as 
‘bachalarius Carmelita’, and in princ. IV (f. 42r) as ‘pater 
reverendus! in text and ‘bachalarius Carmelita’ in margin; 


and (f. 55v) ‘contra bachalarium Carmelitarum. 


1371-72 (12 socii):199 


Arnaldus de Balbona, OCist, lic. 1375 (Sullivan, Licentiates I, p. 72; 
cited by Montina as Baccalarius Sancti Bernardi) 
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see M. BRÎNZEI, “Nouveaux témoignages sur les textes perdus d'Onofre de Flo- 
rence OESA (1336-1403), bachelier en théologie à Paris," ADLMA 87 (2020), 
pp. 59-86. 

A secular clerk from the diocese of Rouen. In May 1359, at the supplication 
of the dauphin Charles and his wife, Joan of Bourbon, duchess of Normandy, 
Richardus de Bellomonte, MA and already secretary of the duchess, received an 
expectation of a benefice in the gift of the archbishop of Rouen, in addition to 
his holding a canonical prebend and a parish church (Rot. Par. I, pp. 548-49). 
He received additional papal provisions through the duchess in 1360 and 1361, 
at which time he described himself as a bachelor in theology, but, in light of 
later evidence, meaning only biblical cursor (Rot. Par. IL, pp. 556, 560, 567). 
In December 1366 Urban V instructed the chancellor at Paris to permit Richard 
to read the Sentences at Paris in the summer of 1367 or 1368 if four regent 
masters in theology agreed, despite the fact that Richard had fulfilled only his 
first cursus on the Bible (LC Urbain V, #20157). Since Johannes Regis referred 
to him as a concurrent bachelor, the duchess (now queen) granted him leave 
from his secretarial duties so that he could read the Sentences in the academic 
year 1369-70. D Th by November 1373 (LC Grégoire XI, #28907), and so titled 
when he served as nuntius for the faculty of theology at Paris in 1375 (Rot. Par. 
IL p. 455). 

On the socii for this year, see J. LECHNER, "Franz von Perugia, OFM und die 
Qüestionen seines Sentenzenkommentars," Franziskanische Studien 25 (1938), 
pp. 28-64 at 31-32, but the article is in part inaccurate and should be used 
with caution. See also M. BRÎNZEI and C. SCHABEL, “A Principium of Henry of 
Langenstein, His Fellow Parisian Bachelors of the Sentences, and the Academic 
Year 1371-1372," Vivarium 58/1-2 (2020), pp. 334-346; C. SCHABEL, “Lorenzo 
Opimo of Bologna, Teaching Doctor of the Servites during the Reformation, and 
his Sentences Lectures at the University of Paris in 1370-71 (Part D)," Bulletin 
of the John Rylands Library, 98 (2022), 49-85. 
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*Dionysius de Montina, OESA, DTh 1374, regent in 1375 (CUP 
III, p. 225, #1406) 1° 

Galeranus de Pendref, coll. Navarre, lic. 1374 (Sullivan, Licentiates 
II, pp. 10, 423-25), DTh and regent in 1375 (CUP III, p. 226, 
#1406) (cited by Montina, TRAPP)!9* 

Gembaldus/Gombaldus Pinar de Ulugia de Aragonia, OP, extern, 
province of Spain (CUP III, p. 190-91, #1359), lic. 1375 
(Sullivan, Licentiates I, pp. 14, 355-56) (cited by Montina,) 

*Henricus Heinbuch de Langenstein (de Hassia), licensed in 1375 
(Sullivan, Licentiates IT, pp. 10, 311-14), incepted in March 
1376 (AUP I, col. 484-85)106 

Johannes de Aquiano, OFM, lic. 1375 (Sullivan, Licentiates I, p. 63) 
(cited by Montina) 

Johannes de Guisia, lic. 1375 (Sullivan, Licentiates II, pp. 11, 
268-69), DTh by 1378 (Rot. Par. III, 32)!" 
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A. ZUMKELLER, Dionysius de Montina, ein neuentdeckter Augustinertheologe des 
Spätmittelalters, Würzburg 1948, with the titles of his principia on pp. 14; see 
also V. MARCOLINO, “Die Quastionensammlung im Ms. Paris, BnF, lat. 16228,” 
AHDLM 54 (1987), pp. 279-288, at 281-284. 

From the diocese of Quimper in Brittany, MA by 1362 (Hot. Par. Il, 
p. 128), DMed and BTh by 1371 (Rot. Par. II, p. 359); GOROCHOV, Navarre, 
pp. 685-686. 

Henry of Langenstein described himself as a bachelor of theology in January 
1371 (Rot. Par. Il, p. 435), but by this time theological students used that title 
when they became biblical cursors. His vesperies have survived (DOUCET, p. 42), 
but the Sentences commentary known was the Eberbach Lectura and attributed 
to him in some manuscripts belongs to James of Eltville, which Langenstein 
may, but probably did not reread to the monastic community at Eberbach, 
as was once assumed; see discussion in M. BRÎNZEI, “Enquête sur la tradition 
manuscrite du commentaire des Sentences du cistercien Jacques d'Eltville," in 
BPM 56 (2014), pp. 247-61, at 258-60; BRÎNZEI, SCHABEL, “Henry of Lan- 
genstein's Principium," pp. 335-346; and in The Cistercian James of Eltville, 
cited above, C. SCHABEL, "Introduction," pp. 1-20, at 7-11; W.J. COURTENAY, 
“James of Eltville, O.Cist.," pp. 21-42; and BRÎNZEI, “When Theologians Play 
Philosopher," pp. 43-77. Langenstein's own commentary on the Sentences is 
found in Alencon, Bibl. mun., Ms. 144 and Wien, ONB, Cod. 4319, and his 
first principium in the first quire of the Alencon manuscript, ff. 1-8, as well as in 
Jena, Thüringer Universitáts- und Landesbibliothek, El. F. 47, ff. 142vb-149va, 
as reported in BRÎNZEI and SCHABEL, “Henry of Langenstein's Principium on 
the Sentences," p. 338. 

Rot. Par. II, p. 399 (January 1371): “bac. in theologia ... qui ad legendum in 
proximo ordinarie Parisius sententias paratus existit." 
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1373-74 (11 or 12 socii, depending on placement of Johannes Solatii): 


Johannes de Sancto Luciano, coll. Sorbonne (cited by Montina)!°° 


Johannes Thomae, OP, papally appointed to read in 1370-71 or 
1371-72 (CUP III, p. 187), and who read in 1371-72; lic. 
1374/75 (Sullivan, Licentiates I, pp. 14, 344-45), DTh 1375 
(cited by Montina)!9? 

Michael Marquer, OCarm, lic. 1375 (Sullivan, Licentiates I, 243; 
cited by Montina as Baccalarius Carmelitarum) 

Philippus Sapientis [alias Strabonis], coll. Sorbonne??? 

Robertus Martini, coll. Navarre (cited by Montina); died 1375!!! 


.112 


?Balduinus Agni, lic. in 1377 (Sullivan, Licentiates II, pp. 11, 
48—49) (cited as ‘baccalarius Sorbone’ by Cremona, prin. I) 
Franciscus de Mediolano [Milan], OServ, lic. 1377 (Sullivan, Licen- 
tiates I, pp. 15, 249) (cited as “frater Franciscus de Mediolano 


baccalarius Ord. Serv. S. Marie’ by Cremona, princ I, II, 
IO 
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Prior of Sorbonne in 1371 (GLORIEUX, Sorbonne I, p. 190), who supplicated in 
the rotulus of the Norman nation in January 1371 (Rot. Par. II, p. 423): “bac. 
in theologia ... qui duos cursus Biblie ad lecturam sententiarum complevit?" He 
presumably died in the summer of 1372, since his canonical prebend at Bayeux 
was given to Jacobus Falconis on October 8, 1372 (BRINZEI, SCHABEL, “Henry 
of Langenstein's Principium," p. 342n19; LC Greg. XI, #20468). He may be 
identical with the Johannes de Sancto Luciano, priest of the diocese of Rouen 
and apostolic notary (LC Urbain V, #6758), who witnessed the revocation of 
Denis Foullechat in Avignon in January 1365 (CUP II, 124, #1300). 
Baccalarius secundarius? D'Th by 1375 (CUP III, p. 225); P. KRUPA, O.P., Une 
grave querelle. L’université de Paris, les Mendiants et la conception immaculée 
de la Vierge (1387-1390), Bibliotheka Instytutu Tomistycznego, Teksty I Studia 
6, Warszawa 2013, esp. 27. 

Rot. Par. Il, pp. 139 (1362), 318 (July 1365 and univ. rector), 342 (1367), 
and 410 (January 1371): “bac. in theologia [ie. biblical cursor]... qui ad 
legendum Parisius sententias in proxime ordinarie paratus existit? He was prior 
of Sorbonne in 1368 (GLORIEUX, Sorbonne I, p. 191); licensed in 1375 (Sullivan, 
Licentiates IL, pp. 494—95). 

GOROCHOV, Navarre, p. 666; SULLIVAN, Licentiates IT, p. 301. 

On the socii for this year, see W.J. COURTENAY, “Theological Bachelors at 
Paris on the Eve of the Papal Schism. The Academic Environment of Peter 
of Candia," in Philosophy and Theology in the Long Middle Ages: A Tribute 
to Stephen F. Brown, ed. K. EMERY, R. FRIEDMAN, A. SPEER, (Studien und 
Texte zur Geistesgeschichte des Mittelalters, 105), Leiden 2011, pp. 921-952, at 
929-934. 

Franciscus was treasurer for the Collège de Tournai in 1372 (CUP III, p. 571n), 
after which he joined the Servite order. Trapp incorrectly placed his sentential 
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Henricus Herout, secular scholar from the dioc. of Bayeux (Hot. 
Par. II, p. 469; Rot. Par. III, p. 111-12), lic. in 1377 (Sul- 
livan, Licentiates II, p. 11, 279-80) (not cited by Cremona) 

Jacobus Broifon, OFM, lic. in 1377 (Sullivan, Licentiates I, pp. 15, 
101) (cited as ‘baccalarius Minorum’ by Cremona, princ. I, 
II, IIT) 

Johannes Castellanus de Hispania, OP, extern, province of Spain 
(CUP III, pp. 206-07, #1381), lic. 1377 (Sullivan, Licenti- 
ates I, pp. 15, 122) (cited as ‘baccalarius Predicatorum’ by 
Cremona) 

Johannes de Morhangia, OCarm, lic. in 1377 (Sullivan, Licentiates 
I, pp. 15, 263-64), (cited as ‘baccalarius Carmelitarum’ by 
Cremona, princ. I, IT) 

?Johannes Solatii, secular clerk from dioc. of Meaux (not cited by 
Cremona)! 4 
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year c. 1365 in the belief that he read the same year as John Hiltalinger of Basel, 
who actually read in 1368-69. 

His placement in this year is not certain. According to C.-E. Du BOULAY, 
Historia Universitatis Parisiensis, 6 vols., Paris 1665-73, IV, p. 975, who had 
access to the now lost proctor's register of the French nation, Solatii was from 
the diocese of Meaux, determined in arts in 1361, and was proctor of the French 
nation in December 1371. Also according to Du Boulay, he resumed his status 
as regent master in arts in 1374 during the proctorship of Guillaume le Dos and 
while he was reading the Sentences (DU BOULAY, Hist. Univ. Par., IV, p. 971). 
Although Du Boulay did not indicate a month for le Dos's 1374 term as proctor, 
Denifle, without providing additional evidence, placed it at the beginning of 
the year (CUP III, #1391, p. 215), which would make Solatii’s sentential year 
1373-1374. However, Du BOULAY, Hist. Univ. Paris. IV, p. 959, specifically 
listed only four terms as proctor for Guillaume le Dos (Jan. 1368, Feb. 1369, 
Sep. 1373, and 1379). Moreover, Solatii sought the license in theology in 1381, 
during the chancellorship of John Blanchard, which, if he read in 1373-74, would 
be in his eighth year after reading the Sentences. This perhaps suggests he read 
the Sentences later than 1374, and that 1374 may be a mistake for 1379 (a 
confusion between the medieval Arabic numeral for 4 and 9), le Dos's fourth 
term as proctor. Although rare, a lengthy period between reading the Sentences 
and being licensed in theology is not impossible. William de Trebron spent 
seven years at that stage, although that was because of diplomatic service to 
the king of Scotland on behalf of Charles V (ASV, Reg. Suppl. 55, f. 184r), 
but no similar interruption is known in the case of Solatii. Instead he appears 
to have been active at Paris in the period before 1381, when he was studying 
theology under the supervision of chancellor John Petri de Calore (d. 1380), and 
then Étienne de Chaumont (CUP III, p. 350, #1511). It is possible, therefore, 
that Solatii read the Sentences in the same year as Peter of Candia, 1378-1379. 
Denifle confused this Johannes Solatii with a contemporary scholar of the same 
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Michael de Profundo, OSsT, lic. in 1377 (Sullivan, Licentiates I, 
pp. 15, 297) (cited as ‘baccalarius s. Maturini' by Cremona, 
princ. I, IV) 

Nicolaus Fayelli, OSB, lic. in 1377 (Sullivan, Licentiates I, pp. 15, 
173; Benedictine Monks, p. 139) (cited as ‘baccalarius s. 
Dionysii’ by Cremona, princ. I, III) 

Reginaldus de La Buscherie, or de Buxeria, OCist, lic. in 1377 (Sul- 
livan, Licentiates I, pp. 15, 215-16); later taught at Heidel- 
berg, then Cologne (1389) (cited as ‘baccalarius s. Bernardi’ 
by Cremona, princ. I, Il) 

*Simon de Cremona, OESA, lic. 1377 (Sullivan, Licentiates I, 
pp. 15, 150-52)145 

Stephanus Escaillart de Chalendry, Collége de Laon, lic. in 1377 
(Sullivan, Licentiates II, p. 11, 210-11), formed bachelor in 
1375 (Rot Par. IL, p. 467) and in his 4*^ year as formed 
bachelor in 1377-78 (Rot. Par. III, p. 114, 420-21) (cited as 
*magister Stephanus de Collegio Laudunensi' by Cremona, 
princ. I, III, Iv)" 
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name, who came from the diocese of Le Mans. The latter was bachelor of civil 
law by the fall of 1362, when he successfully petitioned Urban V for a benefice in 
the diocese of Angers [LC Urbain V, #3136]. He had some connection to Paris 
inasmuch as one of his executors was the official of Notre Dame at Paris, but 
the other two executors were the dean and cantor at Angers. It is this Johannes 
Solatii who went on to become a Parisian doctor of canon law and a licentiate 
in civil law by 1379 (CUP III, p. 270, from ASV, Reg. Suppl. 56, f. 87r). He 
may possibly have been related to (nephew of?) Johannes Soulaz, canon at Le 
Mans, who was an executor on a provision for a student in canon law in 1371 
(Rot. Par. Il, p. 379). 

Placed in this year because of his reference to *mag. Stephanus de collegio 
Laudunensi" as a fellow bachelor, whose dates are certain. Simon's sentential 
year was erroneously dated by Trapp to 1365-66 as *baccalarius secundarius Au- 
gustinensium" because he supposedly read in the same year as John Hiltalinger 
of Basel, the baccalarius ordinarius. Trapp may have picked up that term from 
Candia’s remark, where ‘secundarius’ was a papal appointment and the ‘ordi- 
narius’ the official bachelor of the order. See TRAPP, “Augustinian Theology,” 
p. 250; TRAPP, “Simonis de Cremona OESA Lectura super 4 LL. Sententiarum 
MS Cremona 118, ff. 1r-136v," Augustinianum 4 (1964), pp. 123-146. V. MAR- 
COLINO, “Leben und Schrifttum des Augustiner-Eremiten Johannes von Basel 
(d. 1392)," Augustiniana 53 (2003), pp. 319-381, at 342-345, has established 
that Hiltalinger read the Sentences in 1368-69. 

By the fall of 1370, when he petitioned in the rotulus that was signed by Gregory 
XI in January 1371, he had completed five years of theological study (Rot. Par. 
IL p. 412) and, after six years of study, would have been ready to lecture as 
biblical cursor (1371-73) and read the Sentences (1373-74). He was a formed 
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1374-75: 


*Angelus Dobelin de Saxonia, OESA, lic. & DTh 1379 (Sullivan, 
Licentiates I, pp. 15, 328)!" 

Blasius Audemar/Andemar, OCarm! 

Bonetus Litelli, OP, prov. of France (CUP III, pp. 206-207, #1381), 
lic. in 3°¢ year as formed bachelor in 1377 (Sullivan, Licen- 
tiates I, p. 15, pp. 227-229) (cited as ‘baccalarius Predicato- 
rum in suo primo principio’ by Dobelin) 

Marsilius [de Inghen?]; cited as “magister Marsilius" by Dobelin!!? 


18 


1376-77 (8 or 9 socii): 2? 


Guillelmus de Trebron de Scotia, lic. 1383 (Sullivan, Licentiates, 
II, pp. 12, 529-30)?! 


TET 
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bachelor by June 1375 (Rot. Par. IL, p. 467). Stephanus Escaillart de Chalendry, 
who is known to have held a burse in the Collége de Laon by 1363 and in 1371 
(C. FABRIS, Étudier et vivre à Paris au moyen âge: le Collège de Laon, XIV°- 
XV*, Geneva 2005, pp. 415-16; Rot. Par. II, p. 412), was licensed in 1377 
(SULLIVAN, Licentiates IL, p. 11), and bequeathed theological works to the college 
(FABRIS, Étudier et vivre à Paris, pp. 415-16). 

D. TRAPP, "Angelus de Dobelin, Doctor Parisiensis, and his Lectura," Augus- 
tinianum 3 (1963), pp. 389-413; A. ZUMKELLER, “Der Augustiner Angelus Do- 
belinus (T nach 1420), Erster Theologieprofessor der Erfurter Universitát, über 
Gnade, Rechtfertigung und Verdienst," AA 44 (1981), pp. 67-148. According 
to Trapp, p. 267, Dobelin cited a certain ‘doctor,’ identified in the margin as 
Andreas Brunonis, whom Trapp thought to be a socius, but the title ‘doctor’ 
makes that impossible. 

XIBERTA, De scriptoribus, p. 51. 

Identified by TRAPP, ^Augustinian Theology," p. 267, as Luisius Marsilius de 
Marsiliis, OESA, but the reference is to a first name, not a family name, and the 
title ‘magister’ identifies him as a secular, not a religious. It is almost certainly 
a reference to Marsilius of Inghen, regent master in arts. There is nothing in 
the reference that requires him to be a bachelor of theology, but if Marsilius 
progressed in his theological studies at the rate set forth in the statutes and 
took two years for his biblical lectures, he could have read the Sentences as early 
as 1374-75. The citation could equally well have been to a philosophical opinion 
of this famous master in the arts faculty. On the possibility of Marsilius having 
begun to read the Sentences at Paris before going to Avignon as nuntius, see 
W.J. COURTENAY, "Marsilius von Inghen (+ 1396) als Heidelberger Theologe,” 
Heidelberger Jahrbücher 32 (1988), pp. 25-42; or COURTENAY, "Marsilius of 
Inghen as Theologian,” in Marsilius of Inghen, ed. H.A.G. BRAAKHUIS, M.J.F. 
M. HOENEN, Nijmegen 1992, pp. 39-57. 

On Wasia and his socii, see COURTENAY, "Theological Bachelors at Paris on the 
Eve of the Papal Schism," pp. 934-943. 

He determined in arts at Paris in 1365 (AUP I, col. 310) and was MA by 1369 


461 


462 


William J. COURTENAY 


?Jacobus Castillionis, OESA, lic. 1381 (Sullivan, Licentiates I, 
pp. 16, 123) 

Johannes Caillaudi de Quercu 

Johannes de Castro Theodorici [Chateau Thierry], OP, prov. of 
France, appointed to read in 1376-1377 (CUP III, #1409), 
lic. 1379 (Sullivan, Licentiates I, pp. 16, 124) (cited by name 
and as ‘bachalarius ordinarius de domo Predicatorum' in Wa- 
sia’s princ. II, IIT) 

Johannes de Raude, OCarm, lic. 1379 (Sullivan, Licentiates I, 
pp. 16, 303-04)!75 

Johannes Ruffi de Abbatisvilla [Abbeville, dioc. Amiens], bibli- 
cal cursor 1373-75 (Paris, BnF, lat. 5657-A, fol. 8r), Sent. 
1376-77 (CUP III, p. 239, n.3), lic. 1379 (Sullivan, Licenti- 
ates II, pp. 12, 488-89) 
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122 


123 


(AUP I, col. 325). He read the Sentences in 1376-77, since in the rotuli of 
the Sorbonne and the English nation in 1379, when he was nuntius for that 
nation (CUP III, #1426), he described himself as “bac. in theologia Parisius 
formato in tertio anno” (CUP III, p. 269, #1433, from ASV, Reg. Suppl. 55, 
fol. 184r), counting his year as sententiarius. He was also a fellow and prior of 
the Sorbonne in the spring of 1379 (ASV, Reg. Suppl. 48, fol. 241r): *bac. in 
theologia formato Parisius de tertio anno, et mag. in artibus, priori in Sorbona.” 
Caillaudi incepted in arts in 1362 (Rot. Par. IL, pp. 124, 350). By the end of 
the 1368-69, when he was nuntius for the rotulus of the French nation, he was 
a subdeacon, had completed six years of theological study, and was prepared to 
begin reading his two courses on the Bible should his funds be sufficient (Rot. 
Par. II, p. 350), which apparently they were not, considering it was seven years 
before he read the Sentences. He was a fellow of the Sorbonne and then in his 
third year as baccalarius formatus in 1378-79 (ASV, Reg. Suppl. 48, f. 241r; 
Reg. Suppl. 53, f£. 147v; Reg. Suppl. 55, f. 144r), which means he read the 
Sentences in 1376-77, counting his year as sententiarius; confirmed also by his 
claim around Oct. 1379 that he had been “bac. formatus in theologia per 
biennium et ultra.” His name does not appear among the licentiates in theology, 
and he should not be confused with Johannes Guillereti de Quercu, also from 
the Rheims diocese, who was licensed in 1381 (SULLIVAN, Licentiates II, pp. 12, 
458-61), unless Guillereti on that list is a mistake for Caillaudi. 

Raude was appointed by the general chapter of the Carmelite Order in 1375 
to read the Sentences at Paris in 1376-77 (G. WESSELS, ed., Acta capitulorum 
generalium Ordinis Fratrum B.V. Mariae de Monte Carmelo, vol. I: Ab anno 
1318 usque ad annum 1593, Rome 1912, pp. 69, 73). Although Franciscus Mar- 
tini, OCarm, was also appointed to read in 1376-77, the different dates in their 
licensing (Raude in 1379 and Martini in 1381) suggest that Martini lectured in 
the following year, 1377-78. 


Principial Cohorts at Paris 


Johannes de Trelon, lic. 1379 (Sullivan, Licentiates II, pp. 12, 
530-32), (cited by name by Wasia as concurrent bachelor, 
princ. IL, III, Iv)!*4 

*Johannes de Wasial?5 

Radulphus de Bonavilla, OP, frater (cited by name & order by Wa- 
sia, princ. II, III, IV), lic. 1 Dec. 1378 (Sullivan, Licentiates 
I, pp. 15, 91-92) and DTh 1378/79 (CUP III, p. 235, 441418). 
He apparently was a baccalarius secundarius. He spent a year 
and a half as formed bachelor. 


1377-78 (14 or 15 socti):126 


Egidius [de Campis, coll. Navarre] (cited by d'Ailly as ‘mag. Egid- 
ius’], lic. 1383 (Sullivan, Licentiates II, pp. 13, 126-30)?" 

Franciscus Martini, OCarm (cited as ‘baccalarius Carmelitarum’ by 
Gracilis) 28 

Geraldus/Gerardus de Burens [Büren] de Saxonia, OP, extern: Ger- 
many (CUP III, p. 229, #1409) (cited by Gracilis as “bac- 
calarius Predicatorum") 
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128 


John de Trelon, a Picard from Trélon in the dioc. of Cambrai, completed his 
years as auditor in the faculty of theology and began his two cursus on the Bible 
in 1371 (Rot. Par. II, p. 402). At the beginning of the academic year 1379-80, 
when the rotulus of the Picard nation was prepared, Trelon described himself as 
^bac. Parisius formato in theologia in quarto anno post lecturam Sententiarum" 
(Rot. Par. IL, p. 138), which would mean he read the Sentences in 1376-77, 
counting his year as sententiarius. In the list of those licensed in theology in 
Dec. 1379, his name is given as Johannes Trelon de Malincuria [Malincourt, 
near Cambrai] (SULLIVAN, Licentiates Il, pp. 530-32). 

In January 1371 Wasia stated he was a bachelor of theology, by which he meant 
biblical cursor (Rot. Par. IL, 403). He was in his third year as baccalarius 
formatus in 1378-1379 (ASV, Reg. Suppl. 48, f. 241r; Rot. Par. III, p. 33), 
same language as Caillaudi, which means he read the Sentences in 1376-77, 
counting his year as sententiarius. Wasia’s principia I-IV survive in Erfurt, 
Univ. Bibl., CA 2. 110, ff. 1r-16v. That manuscript dates the commentary to 
1376. Wasia was also a fellow of the Sorbonne (GLORIEUX, Sorbonne, I, p. 190). 
On the sententiarii and their placement in this year, see COURTENAY, “Theolog- 
ical Bachelors at Paris on the Eve of the Papal Schism,” pp. 935, 943-946. 
BriNZEI, “Aegidius de Campis," in Portraits de maîtres, pp. 23-35. 

Although Martini was assigned to read the Sentences at Paris in 1376-77 
(WESSELS, Acta capitulorum generalium I, p. 73), the date he received the li- 
cense in theology (1381) suggests that he read in the following year with others 
who were licensed in 1381 (SULLIVAN, Licentiates I, pp. 16, 245-47). 
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Gerardus [de Hoyngen/Hoynzen] (cited by d'Ailly as ‘mag. Gerar- 
dus’; cited by Gracilis as ‘Gerardus de Hoysen’, or *Heinzen') 7? 

Henricus (cited by Gracilis as ‘magister Henricus’); possibly Henri- 
cus Totting de Oyta.!?? 

Henricus de Tremonia, OSA, Val-des-Ecoliers, lic. 1381 (Sullivan, 
Licentiates I, pp. 16, 349-50) (cited as ‘baccalarius Vallis 
Scolarium’ by Gracilis)!?! 

Jacobus [Jacobus de Chiva, OFM, or possibly Jacobus Castillionis, 
OESA, both from Spain]. Both Jacobus de Chiva and Castil- 
lionis were licensed in 1381 (Sullivan, Licentiates I, pp. 16, 
130). Chiva was bp. elect of Syracuse in 1392, but of Avi- 
gnon appointment (Reg. Suppl. 79, f. 62v); (cited by d'Ailly 
as ‘frater Jacobus") ?? 

Johannes de Florentia, OServ., lic. 1381 (Sullivan, Licentiates I, 
pp. 16, 175) (cited by d'Ailly as ‘frater Johannes’ and cited 
by Gracilis as ‘bachalarius ordinis Servorum beate Marie Jo- 
hannes de Florentia)? 


129 Probably identical with Gerardus de Hoyngen, promoted in Arts under Henry 


of Langenstein (AUP I, cols. 348, 398, 401, 407, 410, 424, 428, 475, 484), 
and mentioned in a letter of Gerardus de Kalkar to Langenstein (M. SHANK, 
“Academic Benefices and German Universities during the Great Schism: Three 
Letters from Johannes of Stralen, Arnold of Emelisse and Gerard of Kalkar to 
Henry of Langenstein, 1387-1388," Codices manuscripti 7 (1981), pp. 33-47, at 
Al. 

Certainly not Henricus de Hassia de Langenstein, who was licensed and in- 
cepted in theology in 1375-76 (SULLIVAN, Licentiates, Il, pp. 311-14; AUP I, 
cols. 484—485), nor Henricus de Tremonia, who did not take the arts degree and 
thus would not be addressed as ‘magister’. Henricus Totting is very likely the 
socius. The latter was rector of the University of Erfurt in 1362-63 (Rot. Par. 
IL p. 258), biblical cursor at Prague by 1366 and BTh by 1371, when accusa- 
tions of heresy brought by Albertus Ranconis sent him to Avignon for two years 
(1371-1373). He is next found at Paris, where he lectured on the Sentences and 
was a formed bachelor in theology by 1381 (Rot. Par. III, p. 816) and licensed 
in theology in 1381 (SULLIVAN, Licentiates, Il, pp. 525-28). 

He was active at Paris until the end of the century; SULLIVAN, Licentiates I, 
pp. 16, pp. 349-50. 

Gracilis cites his Franciscan socius only as ‘baccalarius Minorum"? 

Although the Servite Francis of Milan was licensed in 1377 and was regent master 
by 1379 (CUP III, p. 566) and thus in a position to sponsor John for promotion, 
John chose to be promoted under secular masters, perhaps because of their 
status within the faculty and university. According to testimony collected in 
the proceedings against the chancellor, John Blanchard, under whom John was 
finally licensed in 1381, John first studied under the chancellor John of Calore, 
and after his death in 1380 he studied under Baldwin Agni, who had been licensed 
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133 


Principial Cohorts at Paris 


Johannes le Maye, OSB, lic. in 1381 (Sullivan, Benedictine Monks, 
p. 203; Sullivan, Licentiates I, pp. 16, 224) (cited as ‘bac- 
calarius collegii Maioris Monasterii [Marmoutier] by Gra- 
cilis) 134 

Michael [Scoti, OFM?]; if Scoti, then lic. 1381 (cited by d'Ailly as 
‘frater Michael’) 

Nicolaus de Mesereyo, de collegio Haricurie (cited by d’Ailly as 
‘mag. Nicolaus’; and by Gracilis as ‘mag. Nicolaus de Mese- 
reyo’ and ‘bachalarius Haricurie’)!°° 

*Petrus de Alliaco [d’Ailly, de coll. Navarre], lic. 1381, DTh 1381 
(cited by Gracilis as ‘mag. Petrus de Alliaco’)!°° 

*Petrus [Gracilis, OESA], lic. 1381, DTh 1381 (cited by d'Ailly as 
‘frater Petrus) ?? 


134 
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in 1377, incepted in 1378, and was twice prior of the Sorbonne; see Rot. Par. 
III, p. 32, and A. BERNSTEIN, Pierre d’Ailly and the Blanchard Affair, Leiden 
1978, pp. 111-112. 

On Johannes le Maye, OSB, see SULLIVAN, Benedictine Monks, p. 203. 

MA from the diocese of Coutances, who began his theological studies in 1357 and 
in 1369 had held a burse in the Collége d’Harcourt for twelve years [H.L. Bou- 
QUET, L'Ancien Collége d’Harcocurt et de Lycée St-Louis, Paris 1891, p. 79]. By 
1366 he belonged to the patronage circle of Charles of Alencon, OP, archbishop 
of Lyon (ASV, Reg. Suppl. 45, f. 142r; LC Urbain V, #18205). His service to 
the archbishop or other members of his family may have been a factor in delaying 
his reading of the Sentences until 20 years after beginning theological study. 
1370-71 was Pierre d'Ailly's third year as auditor in theology (Rot. Par. II, 
p. 379), and in June 1375 he was described as a bachelor in theology (Rot. Par. 
II, p. 460), at which time he was a biblical cursor. Glorieux used the statutes 
to argue that d'Ailly completed his required six years of initial study in 1374, 
was biblical cursor for two years (1374-76), and read the Sentences in 1376-77; 
see P. GLORIEUX, “Les années d'études de Pierre d’Ailly,” RTAM 44 (1977), 
pp. 127-49, at 130. The argument for placing d'Ailly's year as sententiarius 
in 1375-76 may have been based only on his self-identification as a bachelor in 
theology in June 1375, but that was the way biblical cursors often described 
themselves in this period. It is probable that d'Ailly read in 1377-78, since that 
would leave sufficient time between reading and licensing (3+ years, 4+ if one 
counts the sentential year, as seems to have been current practice) for that entire 
cohort. In the late spring of 1379 d’Ailly only states that he was “bac. formato 
in theologia et mag. in artibus Parisius" without giving a time frame (ASV, Reg. 
Suppl. 53, f. 148v). For an edition of D'Ailly's principia, see Petrus de Alliaco, 
Questiones super primum, tertium et quartum librum Sententiarum. Principia 
et question circa prologum, vol. 1, ed. M. BRINZEI (Corpus Christianorum Con- 
tinuatio Mediaevalis, 258), Turnhout 2013. 

'TRAPP, *Augustinian Theology," pp. 254, 267-68; ZUMKELLER, pp. 175, 236. 
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Robertus de Voto, OCist, (cited by d’Ailly as ‘frater Robertus’ and 
cited by Gracilis as ‘bachalarius Bernardi’ and ‘Robertus de 
Voto Bernardi’] 

Franciscan bachelor (cited as ‘baccalarius Minorum’ by Gracilis) = 
frater Jacobus de Chiva or frater Michael) 


1378-79 (10 socii):1°8 


Franciscus Robini de Sancto Michaele, lic. 1383 (Sullivan, Licenti- 
ates II, pp. 13, 493-94) (cited by name by Candia)? 
Gerardus [Kiicpot] de Calkar (cited as ‘Gerardus Calcar’ by Candia 
and cited in all four principia; last bachelor to be engaged 

in princ. IV)140 


138 


139 


140 


COURTENAY, “Theological Bachelors at Paris on the Eve of the Papal Schism,” 
pp. 946-951. 

Secular clerk from St-Michael in the diocese of Verdun, MA, who was completing 
his third year of theological study (1368-1369) and was rector of the University 
in March-June 1369 when he received an expectation of a canonical prebend at 
Verdun (Rot. Par. Il, p. 350). By January 1371 he had received that prebend 
and was continuing his studies in theology when granted an expectation of a 
canonical prebend at St-Gengoult at Toul (Rot. Par. IL, p. 366). Unless he 
received a dispensation, the earliest he could have read the Sentences would 
have been in 1374-75, but the date of his licensing, 1383 (SULLIVAN, Licentiates 
IL pp. 493-94), suggests that his studies were slowed or interrupted and that 
1378-79 was indeed his year as sententiarius. Candia claims to be ‘his disciple’, 
but that may simply be an expression of courtesy to a fellow bachelor whom 
he respected. By 1387, still regent master of theology and subdeacon, he had 
twice served as rector of the University (Oct.-Dec. 1368 and Oct.-Dec. 1378), 
had lectured in arts for fifteen years, had lectured on Aristotle's Politics (libros 
moralis philosophie) on Sundays and feast days for eight years, had served as 
nuntius to the papal curia, and held canonical prebends at the cathedrals of 
Metz and Verdun, in addition to St-Gengoult at Toul. 

Secular clerk from Kalkar near the Rhine, between Xanten and Kleve. The 
family name, according to EHRLE, Sentenzenkommentar, p. 42, was a shortened 
form of ‘Kick-in-den-Pot’ (pot-watcher in a kitchen). He ‘determined’ in arts at 
Paris in 1365, incepted in arts in 1367 (AUP I, col. 309, 326), and by January 
1371 was in his fourth year as regent in arts and a student in theology (Rot. Par. 
IL p. 434). He was chosen as nuntius for the English-German nation in 1378-79 
but returned to Paris without success ( CUP III, pp. 236, 563, 555; AUP I, col. 
562-63). Because of the papal schism he was not licensed nor did he incept in 
theology at Paris. He enrolled at the University of Cologne in 1388. For a full 
biographical sketch, see EHRLE, Sentenzenkommentar, pp. 42-44. 


Principial Cohorts at Paris 


Herveus Sulven, lic. 1383 (erroneously named ‘Henricus Sulven’ 
in list of licentiates; Sullivan, Licentiates I, pp. 13, 510-11) 
(not cited by Candia)!^! 

Johannes Balbini, OP, prov. France (CUP III, p. 229, #1409; 
p. 234, #1416), lic. in 1381 (Sullivan, Licentiates I, pp. 16, 
72) (cited by Candia as ‘bachalarius de domo Predicatorum’ 
in princ. II) 

Johannes de Platea, dioc. of Turin, MA and DMed by 1369 (Hot. 
Par. I, p. 345), sententiarius in 1378-79 (Reg. Suppl. 48, 
367v; Rot. Par. III, p. 876) (not cited by Candia)! 

Lambertus Colini de Marchia (cited by Candia)! 

Malinus/Malivus Hirti de Sancto Audomaro [St-Omer], coll. Navarre 
(cited by Candia)! 

*Petrus de Candia, OFM, lic. & DTh 1381 (Sullivan, Licentiates I, 
pp. 16, 117-18) (cited by Plaout)!4^ 
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ASV, Reg. Suppl. 53, f. 154v: “bac. in theologia actu legenti Sententias Pari- 
sius”; Reg. Suppl. 55, f. 150v: “ut asseritur Parisius sententias actu legit et 
nuper [Mar.-June 1377] universitatis studii Parisien. rector fuit”; Rot. Par. II, 
pp. 368-69. Since the first rotulus of the French nation was prepared in late 
spring 1379, 1378-79 would have been the year he was sententiarius, or 1377-79 
if he spent two years. 

Placing him in this year is based on the assumption that his designation as 
‘sententiarius’ in the supplication dated 1378 and undoubtedly belonging to the 
year 1378-79 he is described as such. Had he completed the reading in an earlier 
year, he should have been described as ‘baccalaurius formatus’. 

He incepted in arts in 1368 and was subsequently elected proctor of the French 
nation (Du BOULAY, Hist. Univ. Paris. IV, p. 973), and elected rector for a 
three-month term in December 1370 (CUP III, p. 199). In January 1371, when 
he was made canon with expectation of a prebend at Langres, he was MA, in 
his fourth year of theological study, rector of the University (Dec. 1370 - Mar. 
1371), and held a canonical prebend in the collegiate church of Saint-Goéric at 
Epinal in the Vosges, diocese of Toul (Rot. Par. II, p. 376). In 1378-79 he was 
bachelor of theology, priest, had lectured on Aristotle’s Ethics, and in addition 
to his prebend at Epinal and his expectation at Langres, he held the rectorship 
of the parish church at Minot, Cote-d’Or, in the diocese of Langres, a benefice 
received through the bishop or chapter at Langres (ASV, Reg. Suppl. 53, f. 144r; 
cf. Rot. Par. Il, p. 376). 

He was MA and a student in theology by January 1371 (Rot. Par. Il, 
pp. 404-05). Not mentioned in Gorochov, Navarre, unless there is confusion 
in the documents with Herveus Malinus, who received a burse in theology in the 
college in 1372. 

F. EHRLE, Der Sentenzenkommentar Peters von Candia (Franziskanische Stu- 
dien, 9), Münster 1925; S.F. BROWN, "Peter of Candia's Sermons in Praise of 
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Philippus de Gotulis, OCarm., lic. 1383 (cited by Candia as ‘ba- 
chalarius de domo beate Marie de Carmelo’ or in princ. Il 
as ‘de ordine beate Marie de Monte Carmeli'; last bachelor 
to be engaged by Candia in princ. II and IIT) 46 

Augustinian bachelor |?Raymundus de Augeriis, OESA, lic. 1383] 
(cited by Candia as ‘bachalarius de domo Sancti Augus- 
tini’)! 


1382-83 or 1383-84: 


Alphonsus de Bonavilla, OSB Clun., Prior of Montdidier in dioc. 
of Amiens, lic. in 1388, next to last in his class (Sullivan, 
Licentiates I, pp. 18, 91; Benedictine Monks, 62) (cited by 
Ducis in princ. I, IL, III, and IV) 

Johannes Gay, OP, (cited by Ducis in princ. IV 

*Petrus Ducis, OSA, abbot of St. Victor!’ 


Leg 
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148 


149 


Peter Lombard,” in Studies Honoring Ignatius Charles Brady, ed. R.S. AL- 
MAGNO and C.L. HARKINS (Franciscan Institute Publications 6), St. Bonaven- 
ture 1976, pp. 141-176; BROWN, “Peter of Candia’s hundred-year ‘history’ of 
the theologian's role," Medieval Philosophy and Theology 1 (1991), pp. 156-190; 
W.J. COURTENAY, “Theological Bachelors at Paris on the Eve of the Papal 
Schism.” 

Appointed by the general chapter of the Carmelite Order to lecture on the Sen- 
tences at Paris in 1378-79 (WESSELS, Acta capitulorum generalium I, p. 74; 
SULLIVAN, Licentiates I, pp. 17, 195). 

When Augeriis sought the license in 1383, Blanchard remarked that he still owed 
two years on the required post-sentential residence at Paris, having been away 
from the University after lecturing on the Sentences (CUP III, p. 358, #1511; 
p. 370, #1513: “post lecturam Sentenciarum tempore intermedio non fuerat in 
Universitate, sicut debent esse qui volunt admitti ad licenciam See BERNSTEIN, 
Pierre d'Ailly, p. 99; SULLIVAN, Licentiates I, pp. 17, 67. Although uncertain, 
this makes him a candidate for the Augustinian bachelor reading in 1378-1379, 
depending on how long he was absent. 

He may have begun to read the Sentences in the spring of 1383 and continued 
into the summer, or read in 1383-84 (SULLIVAN, Licentiates I, pp. 184-185). 
Ducis cites him only in his princ. IV, which leaves open the two possibilities for 
the year in which Ducis read. Bernardus de Boscarello, OP, prov. of Toulouse 
(CUP III, p. 291, #1447) was the officially appointed Dominican sententiarius 
in 1382-1383. 

Petrus Ducis (Pierre Leduc) was from Roissy-en-France and joined the convent of 
St. Victor in Paris (SULLIVAN, Licentiates I, pp. 158-59). He was elected abbot of 
St. Victor in 1383. His principia are found in Paris, BnF, lat. 14800, ff. 62r—79r. 
See W.J. COURTENAY, “Pierre Leduc, Victorine Master of Theology, and the 
Parisian Sententiarii in 1382,” AHDLMA 87 (2020), pp. 87-113; C. SCHABEL, 


Principial Cohorts at Paris 


Stephanus de Cathalauno, OSsT Mathurin; or Stephanus de Mes- 
nilo Fouchardi, OSsT, de Maturino Parisien., th e latter lic. 
in 1389, last of 6 (Sullivan, Parisian Licentiates I, pp, 19, 
253-54) (cited by Ducis in princ. II and IV)!°° 

Augustinian bachelor (cited as ‘baccalaurius de domo Augustini’ by 
Ducis in princ. III)! 

Carmelite bachelor (cited as ‘baccalaurius de domo de Carmelo’ by 
Ducis in princ. Il)? 

Cistercian bachelor (cited as ‘baccalaurius de domo Sancti Bernardi’ 
by Ducis in princ. II, III, and IV)! 

Franciscan bachelor (cited as ‘baccalaurius de domo Minorum’ by 
Ducis in princ. II and IV) 


1392-93: 


Johannes Poleti, OP, prov. of France (CUP III, p. 544, 7:1594) (not 
cited by Plaoul) 
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"The Victorine Pierre Leduc's Collationes, Sermo finalis, and Principia on the 
Sentences, Paris 1382-1383," AHDLMA 87 (2020), pp. 237—334. 

Cited as Stephanus de Cathalauno in Paris, BnF, lat. 14800 and as Stephanus 
de Mesnilo Foucardi in the list of licentiates, both belonging to the Trinitarian 
Order. These may be the same individual. 

If the author of the principial questions in Paris, BnF, lat. 14800 is Petrus Ducis, 
which seems most likely, then the Augustinian bachelor was Johannes de Blesis 
(Blois), who professed at the Augustinian convent in Paris (SULLIVAN, Licenti- 
ates I, pp. 18, 87-88), since the author of the questions identifies the Augustinian 
bachelor as a compatriotus. If, as seems less likely, the author was either Do- 
minicus Parvi or Johannes Luqueti, both from Lorraine, then the Augustinian 
bachelor could be Guillelmus de Piciaco, except that he apparently read during 
the summer of 1383 or 1384, not during the academic year (SULLIVAN, Licentiates 
I, pp. 18, 285). 

If 1382-83, then Johannes de Salesio, OCarm (Acta Cap. Gen., p. 79; SULLI- 
VAN, Licentiates I, pp. 17, 318); if 1383-84, then Evenus Bohic, bac. biblicus in 
1381-83 and bac. formatus by 1385 (SULLIVAN, Licentiates I, pp. 18, 89). 
Possibly Johannes de Villanova, OCist, lic. 1386 (SULLIVAN, Licentiates I, pp. 7, 
370-71) or Johannes de Begardi, OCist, lic. 1388 (SULLIVAN, Licentiates I, 
pp. 18, 83). 

Possible candidates for the Franciscan bachelor are Dominicus de Lunarivilla 
(SULLIVAN, Licentiates I, pp. 18, 231), bac. formatus by 1385 and lic. in 1386 
along with Johannes de Blesis, Johannes Gay, and Petrus Ducis; Johannes Bar- 
dolini, lic. in 1388 and ranked last in his group (SULLIVAN, Licentiates I, pp. 18, 
77-78); Johannes Colombi, lic. in 1388 (SULLIVAN, Licentiates I, pp. 18, 141-42); 
and Johannes Vitalis, lic. in 1389 and ranked first in his group (SULLIVAN, Li- 
centiates I, pp. 18, 378-79). 


469 


470 


William J. COURTENAY 


*Petrus Plaoul (Plaout/Plaoust de Palma, dioc. of Liége, MA by 
1379 (ASV, Reg. Aven. 219, f. 210v), BTh by 1387 (ASV, RS 
70, f. 56r; RA 250, f. 12r; Rot. Par. III, p. 736) and March 
1389 (Reg. Suppl. 75, f. 89v; Reg. Aven. 260, f. 195r), but 
probably meaning biblical cursor; and lic. 1393 unless there 
is an error in the list of licentiates (Sullivan, Licentiates IL, 
pp. 15, 433-37) 99 

Augustinian bachelor (cited as ‘Augustinensis’, "baccalarius in Au- 
gustinensibus’ and ‘bacallarium legentem penes Augustinen- 
ses’ by Plaoul in princ. II & IV = Johannes de Sanctis or 
Petrus Le Maistre, both licensed in 1397; Sullivan, Licenti- 
ates I, pp. 321, 223-24, respectively) 

Carmelite bachelor (cited as ‘baccalarius legens in Carmelo’ and 
‘baccalarius beate Marie de Carmelo’ by Plaoul in princ. I 
= ?, licensed in 1397; Sullivan, Licentiates I, p. 231) 

Cistercian bachelor (cited as ‘bernardista’ and ‘baccalarius de domo 
sancti Bernardi’ by Plaoul in princ. II & III = ?Petrus de 
Savigniaco, licensed in 1397; Sullivan, Licentiates I, p. 327) 

Franciscan bachelor (cited as ‘baccalarius ordinarius de domo Mi- 
norum’, ‘baccalarius de ordine Minorum’ and ‘cordigerus’ by 
Plaoul in princ. I, II, III, IV = ?Petrus Salomonis or Jo- 
hannes Guimonelly, both licensed in 1397; Sullivan, Licenti- 
ates I, pp. 319-20, 203, respectively) 

A Benedictine bachelor from the Collége de Navarre (cited as ‘bac- 
calarius legens in Navarra’ and ‘Petrus de Saliente religiosus 
in Navarra’ by Plaoul in princ. I & II) = Petrus de Saliente 
[Salientis, Sault], lic. 1397 (Sullivan, Licentiates IT, pp. 16, 
492-93). Not mentioned in Gorochov, Navarre. 

?Johannes Fioti, lic. 1397 (Sullivan, Licentiates IT, pp. 16, 223-24; 
not cited by Plaoul) 

?Matthaeus de Longolio, lic. 1397 (Sullivan, Licentiates IT, pp. 16, 
330-31; not cited by Plaoul) 

?Egidius de Asperomonte, lic. 1397 (Sullivan, Licentiates II, pp. 16, 
63-66; not cited by Plaoul) 


P. GLORIEUX, “L’année universitaire 1392-1393 à la Sorbonne à travers les notes 
d'un étudiant," in Revue des sciences religieuses 19 (1939), pp. 429-482, based 
on Paris, BnF, lat. 3074. According to Glorieux, he also cites Nicolaus de 
Alterpudia and Bacon de Hatia (mentioned in STEGMÜLLER, Repertorium, #681, 
p. 331). 
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?Gauffridus Lattacher, lic. 1397 (Sullivan, Licentiates II, pp. 16, 
316-17; not cited by Plaoul) 

?Johannes Manchon, lic. 1397 (Sullivan, Licentiates II, pp. 16, 
346-48; not cited by Plaoul) 

? Johannes Troilleti, lic. 1397 (Sullivan, Licentiates II, pp. 16, 532-33; 
not cited by Plaoul) 
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Padua, Biblioteca Antoniana, MS 515, is a fourteenth-century manu- 
script of English provenance that contains some 72 Latin sermons in 
random order. They are mostly addressed to the clergy and occasion- 
ally ascribed to authors known from other sermon collections, including 
Robert Holcot, OP (died 1349) and Henry Chambron (see below). The 
collection includes five sermon-like discourses on the thema: Ubi spir- 
itus Domini ibi libertas (2 Corinthians 3:17), which besides the thema 
share peculiar formal details. Quite outstanding in this respect is their 
author's constant relating the word of his thema with and in distinc- 
tions he made, and doing so with rhyme! and wordplay (such as insti- 
tum/ destitutum/restitutum at III.3). One of the five pieces is ascribed 
to “Frisby.” In the order of the manuscript they are: 


(a) Ff. 53v-55r, the text after the thema beginning *Reuerendi domini, 
certitudo formalis qua proceditur.” 


The use of rhyme in summarizing or discussing the Sentences can also be found 
in the (badly damaged) notebook of the Benedictine John Lawerne, who stud- 
ied at Oxford the 1440s (Bodleian Library, MS Bodley 692). For example, a 
section called “Introitus Sentenciarum" contains such verses as: “Vtrum cruor 
Iesu Christi / fit medela culpe tristi / humane mesticie. / Unde cuncta sacra- 
menta / graciarum condimenta / fluunt Ecclesie" (f. 7v). For other examples 
see the list of manuscripts given by Stegmüller at the beginning of his catalogue, 
where he lists some texts under the category Petri Lombardi Sententiae Metrice 
redactatae. F. STEGMÜLLER, Repertorium Commentariorum in Sententias Petri 
Lombardi, vol. 1, Würzburg 1947, pp. 6-8. 
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(b) Ff. 123v-126v, marked Collacio? finalis, beginning “Reuerendi 
patres, auditorii assistentis caritas.” 

(c) Ff. 126v-128v, marked Collacio Frisby in librum 3 Sentenciarum, 
beginning “Reuerendi domini, teste beato Paulo.” 

(d) Ff. 128v-130r, unmarked, beginning “Beatus Augustinus De ciui- 
tate Dei” 

(e) Ff. 130r-v, 117v-118v, marked Collacio in 2m librum Sentencia- 
rum, beginning ^Reuerendi domini, teste bono [sic] Augustino De 
doctrina Christiana" 


Items b-e were written in a block, while item a appears in an earlier quire. 
They are all written in an Anglicana hand. Their titles as marked and 
internal evidence show that the five pieces are part of a lecture course 
on Peter Lombard's Sentences. They will here be edited in the appendix 
and presented in what would have been their natural order: 


(I) The opening lecture (—a). 

(II) The introductory speech to book 2 of the Sentences (—e, edited 
Appendix I). 

(III) The introductory speech book 3 of the Sentences (—c, edited Ap- 
pendix II). 

(IV) The introductory speech to book 4 of the Sentences (—d, edited 
Appendix III). 

(V) The final speech of the course (=b, edited Appendix IV). 


The author of these speeches, “Frisby,” is mentioned in the title of (III). 
Who this was is not entirely certain. Katherine H. Tachau, who brought 
the manuscript and its matter to scholarly attention, identified him with 
the Dominican Ralph Friseby, who lectured at Oxford in the 1320s, 
and considered that the entire codex “was brought together by and for 


For collacio as more or less synonymous with sermo in the later Middle Ages, 
see S. WENZEL, “A Note on Collatio in Late-Medieval Preaching,” in Swedish 
Students at the University of Vienna in the Middle Ages. Careers, Books and 
Preaching, ed. O. FERM and E. KIHLMAN, Stockholm 2011, pp. 235-243; and 
S. WENZEL, Medieval Artes Praedicandi: A Synthesis of Scholastic Sermon 
Structure (Medieval Academy Books, 114), Toronto 2015, passim (see Index, 
s.v.). In the Padua manuscript, the term collacio is used by the scribe in the titles 
but does not appear with the sense of “sermon” in the body of Frisby's lectures. 
See more recent the discussion in C. SCHABEL, "The Victorine Pierre Leduc's 
Collationes, Sermo finalis, and Principia on the Sentences, Paris 1382-1383,” 
Archives d'histoire doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen Age 87 (2020), pp. 238-239. 
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member of” the Dominican order? This suggestion has in the meantime 
been accepted by other scholars. It should be noted, however, that the 
codex also contains Franciscan material including a sermon by Henry 
Chambron, who preached in the 1380s and left at least half a dozen very 
popular sermons.? 

The identity of the scribe who copied these pieces into the Padua ma- 
nuscript is not known. His work is full of mistakes, as the texts edited 
below will show. He clearly misunderstood words, and he occasionally 
corrected himself when he had anticipated the initial letter of the fol- 
lowing word. 

In the following sections I present these discourses in the order in 
which they would have been given (I-V). The text of item (I) in the 
manuscript is rather poor and in fact partially unreadable (on film and 
scans), therefore a full transcription cannot be established. 

Item I (ff. 53v-55r) is an Introitus Sentenciarum, though here it is not 
thus called.Ó It introduces a lecture course on Peter Lombard's Sentences 
by praising theology and the Lombard and then giving an outline of the 
four books. After stating its thema: /V/bi spiritus Domini ibi libertas (2 
Corinthians 3:17), it begins with an address, Reuerendi domini, and then 
declares that theology is made commendable (*commendabilem reddunt 
scienciam theoloycam") by: 

Certitudo formalis qua proceditur, 

celsitudo causalis qua producitur, 

latitudo subiecti de qua traditur, 

gratitudo finis ultimi qui intenditur (f. 53v). 

The four Aristotelian causes here implied (form, cause, matter, and end) 
are said to be found in the four books of the Sentences, and the lecturer 


à K.H. TACHAU, “Looking Gravely at Dominican Puns: The ’Sermons’ of Robert 


Holcot and Ralph Friseby," Traditio 46 (1999), pp. 337—345, at 343. 

H.G. GELBER, It Could Have Been Otherwise: Contingency and Necessity in 
Dominican Theology at Oxford, 1300-1350, Leiden 2004, pp. 72-73. 

See S. WENZEL, Latin Sermon Collections from Later Medieval England: Ortho- 
dox Preaching in the Age of Wyclif, Cambridge 2005, pp. 125-131 (on Chambron) 
and p. 127 (criticism of Tachau’s identifications). 

See the discussion and edition of similar texts in S. WENZEL, “Academic Sermons 
at Oxford in the Early Fifteenth Century,” Speculum 70 (1995), pp. 305-329; 
reprinted in WENZEL, Of Sins and Sermons, (Synthema, 10), Leuven-Paris- 
Bristol, 2015, pp. 143-174. See also O. WEIJERS, Terminologie des univer- 
sités au XIIIe siècle, (Lessico Intellettuale Europeo, 39), Rome 1987, p. 415, 
or N. SPATZ, “A Newly Identified Text: the Inception Speech of Galdericus, 
First Cluniac Regent Master of Theology at the University of Paris," in Archives 
d'histoire doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen Áge 61 (1994), pp. 133-147. 
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or preacher combines them with the words of his chosen thema, stating 
that of theology: 


Forma perficiens est spiritus, cuius est vitalis simplicitas non du- 
plicitas sensualitatis [?], de quo in primo. 

Principium efficiens est Dominus, cuius est regalis auctoritas non 
perplexitas mentis, de quo in secundo. 

Materia subtracta est nostra libertas, cuius est efficacitas [?] et 
pronitas [?] ad bonitatem, de qua in tercia [sic]. 

Ac meta pro fine assignata est esse ibi ubi est spiritus Domini, 
cuius [est] iocunditas et tranquillitas ..., de quo in quarto. 

Pro quorum quolibet concludet ueritas quod ubi est spiritus Do- 
mini, ibi est libertas. 


These four parts constitute the principal members of the sermonlike 
discourse, and each is developed at some length. In the course of doing 
so, Frisby uses the words of his thema again and again, applying them 
to members of further divisions that are built with a lot of rhyme. Thus 
near the end he says: 


Et sic describitur hec sciencia — 

ut curiosa de inventis, quia subtilis est spiritus; 

ut copiosa in contentis, Domini; 

vt generoso [read generosa] in regno mentis, libertas; 

et fructuosa mentes [for mentibus?] gentis, ibi ubi est spiri- 
tus Domini (f. 55r). 


Another peculiarity of Frisby’s style is his quoting Avicenna’s Canon 
medicinae and the De causis empiricis by the late-twelfth-century physi- 
cian Urso. All this will be found again and again in the following sec- 
tions. 

For the other items (II-V) I offer a semi-critical edition (see appendix 
I-IV). Abbreviations have been silently expanded, and I have introduced 
modern capitalization, paragraphing, and sentence divisions. I have ten- 
tatively emended the many scribal errors and indicated the manuscript 
readings in textual notes. I have preserved the u/v distinction but mod- 
ernized i/j to i, both capital and small letters. Numerals have been pre- 
served when referring to books and chapters but otherwise are spelled 
out; where such numerals are written out in the text, I have preserved 
them as they stand. I have boldfaced recurring parts of the thema in 
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the body of the lecture. Marginalia have been neglected unless they are 
intended as insertions into the text. 

Item V is Frisby's collacio finalis (ff. 123v-126v), which is addressed 
to the clergy (^Reuerendi patres"). It begins at once with a division of 
the thema into three parts, in which the preacher offers his gratitude to 
his audience as well as his apologies, introduces his successor (a Scots- 
man named Thomas), and exhorts his students to use their upcoming 
vacation profitably. All this is built on the terms of the thema, which 
are repeated again and again. The speech then ends with a conventional 
closing formula." 

Of the collacio or sermo finalis as the final — as it were, farewell — 
lecture in a medieval university course only one other example from 
England is known: a sermon-like discourse on the thema Cursum con- 
summavi, fidem servavi (2 Timothy 4:7) by a Dominican, most likely 
Robert Holcot.$ Both are clearly speeches given to an academic audi- 
ence by someone (Holcot speaks of cursor) who had lectured on the four 
books of Peter Lombard's Sentences. University statutes from England 
(and the Continent) required that all bachelors in theology give a course 
on the Sentences, though they do not explicitly mention a collacio or 
sermo finalis.) Fr. Wey, the editor of Holcot’s speech, found the term 


A translation can be found in Preaching in the Age of Chaucer. Selected Sermons 
in Translation, trans. S. WENZEL, Washington, D.C, 2008, item 25, pp. 298-315. 
s Edited by J.C. Wey, “The Sermo Finalis of Robert Holcot,” Mediaeval Studies 
11 (1949): 219-224. The text contains two references to the Order of Preachers. 
For other editions of sermones finales within the practice of Sentences com- 
mentaries see: E. PANELLA, Il ‘De subiecto theologie’ [1297-1299] di Remigio 
dei Girolami O.P. (Studia Universitatis S. Thomae in Urbe, 14; Series theo- 
logica, Pontificia Università S. Tommaso d'Aquino, 6), Milano 1982, pp. 73-75; 
A. CORBINI, *Pierre de Ceffons et l'instruction dans l'Ordre cistercien: quelques 
remarques," in Philosophy and Theology in the Studia of the Religious Orders and 
at Papal and Royal Courts, ed. K. EMERY, JR., W.J. COURTENAY, S.M. MET- 
ZGER (Rencontres de philosophie médiévale, 15), Turnhout 2012, pp. 549—574, 
at pp. 568-574; IOHANNES REGINA DE NEAPOLI, Sermo pro gratiarum actione, 
ed. and trans. W. DUBA, *Dante, Paris, and the Benefactor of Saint-Jacques," 
Vivarium, 58 (2020), pp. 65-88, at pp. 80-84 (trans. pp. 85-88); C. SCHABEL, 
"The Victorine Pierre Leduc's Collationes, Sermo finalis, and Principia on the 
Sentences, Paris 1382-1383," Archives d'histoire doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen 
Age 87 (2020), pp. 237-334, at pp. 261-262. 

“Nullus in eadem vniversitate incipiat in theologia nisi prius rexerit in artibus ..., 
et nisi legerit aliquem librum de canone Biblie uel librum sentenciarum uel his- 
toriarum, et predicaverit publice vniversitati,” S. GIBSON (ed.), Statuta antiqua 
Universitatis Oxoniensis, Oxford 1931, p. 49. See also G. LEFF, Paris and Oz- 
ford Universities in the Thirteenth and Fourteenth Centuries: An Institutional 


479 


480 


Siegfried WENZEL 


sermo finalis in the scribal rubric at the head of the speech!? and used 
it in the title of his paper. 

The two speeches (by Holcot and Frisby) share a number of elements. 
Both thank their audience and apologize for shortcomings in their lectur- 
ing. They refer to the four books of Peter Lombard’s Sentences. They 
commend their respective successor, a bacalarius, and speak at some 
length of his name, his physique, and his geographical home, much of 
this with punning etymologies. They use the pseudo-classical material 
so much loved by “English Friars in the Early Fourteenth Century”! 
They both seems to be particularly interested on the use of images, 
Frisby mentions pictures and painting in the final lecture, something 
that Robert Holcot is famous for.!? And finally, all this it put in the 
form of a scholastic sermon (or sermo modernus), with thema, introduc- 
tory section, repeated thema, division, developments of the parts, and 
closing formula. 

Whereas Holcot's speech contains two references to the Dominican 
order, Frisby's has none. He speaks of himself as leaving his cathedra 
(line 74), where he had lectured on the four books of the Sentences (lines 
34-37 and 160-165), and turning it over to another bachelarius (lines 5 
and 106). 


and Intellectual History, New York 1968, pp. 166-167. Cf. S. WENZEL, “Aca- 
demic Sermons at Oxford in the Early Fifteenth Century," Speculum 70 (1995): 
305—329, especially at 305-309; reprinted in S. WENZEL, Of Sins and Sermons 
(Synthema, 10), Leuven 2015, pp. 143-174, at 143-148. 

“Explicit questio nona et vltima libri quarti operis holkoth super sentencias et 
sequitur sermo finalis," Oxford, Oriel College, MS 15, f. 204rb. 

The title of the classic study of fourteenth-century interest in antiquity, its 
mythology and picturae, etc.: B. SMALLEY, English Friars and Antiquity in 
the Early Fourteenth Century, Oxford 1960. 

The editors of this volum are greateful to the external reviewer for pointing to 
this detail. For Holkot’s use of images see : B. SMALLEY, English Friars and 
Antiquity in the Early Fourteenth Century, Oxford 1960, pp. 165-183. 
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Appendix I 
Collacio in 2m librum Sentenciarum 
Padua, Biblioteca Antoniana, MS 515, ff. 130r-v, 117v-118v 


Vbi spiritus Domini ibi libertas, 2 Ad Corinthios 3'o capitulo. 
Reuerendi domini, teste beato Augustino De doctrina Christiana, libro 
4, capitulo 4, Cicero docet doctorem eloquentem in suis tradicionibus 
alis perorare vt doceat, flectat, ac delectet, quia docere necessitatis, 
delectare suauitatis, ac flectere victorie debent semper esse. Sed secun- 
dus liber Sentenciarum, cuius inspirator precipuus est Spiritus Sanctus 
qui adinueniet omnem viam discipulis; 
cuius propalator est creator Dominus cum ceteris doctoribus Ec- 
clesie; 
cuius compilator est magister Petrus Lumbardus extirpator erro- 
rum; 
cuius recitator est bachilarius, nunc vnus nunc alius, in scolis the- 
ologorum, 
a principio libri secundi vsque ad divisionem 24, vt doceat perspicacius 
specificat de factura 
mundiali omnium productorum. 
Secundo, a divisione 24 vsque ad divisionem 28 vt demulceat delicacius 
recitat de cultura supernali habituum gratuitorum. 
Et tercio, a divisione 28 vsque ad finem libri, vt flecta|t] et retrahat 
efficacius, pertractat de lesura criminali operum peruersorum. 


[1] Sed quantum ad primum supponitur in themate ocultorum radiosa 
reseracio vt nos reformemur per spiritum, 

[2] quantum ad secundum exprimitur generosa reprobacio ne penis de- 
putemur per spiritum Domini; 

[3] set quantum ad tercium attingitur meritorum graciosa acceptacio, vt 
virtutibus predotemur quando libertas est ibi vbi est spiritus 
Domini. 


2 beato] bono ms. 3 Cicero] sic’ ms. 4 flectat] flectet ms. 6 inspirator] inspi- 
ratos ms. 10 cuius] blank space ms. 15 specificat] spesificat ms. 21 supponitur] 
suppo'm ms. 


1 2 Ad Corinthios — capitulo: 2 Cor. 3:17. 2-3 Augustino — capitulo 4: AUGUSTI- 
NUS, De doctrina christiana, lib. 4 cap 12, ed. J. MARTIN (CCSL, 32), Turnhout 
1962, p. 135. 7 adinueniet — viam: Baruch 3:37. 
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Dixi primo qualiter supponitur in themate ocultorum radiosa reseracio 
vt nos informemur per spiritum, quia cum venerit Spiritus, docebit uos 
omnem, veritatem. Dicit enim Glosa super istud Apostoli Ad Tessaloni- 
censes 4 Nolumus vos ignorare: “Corpus quod viuit ab anima vel spiritu 
fit ea discedente exanime. Quid ambulat iacet, qui loquebatur tacet, 
oculi clausi lucem non capiunt, aures nulla voce patescunt, nullorum 
membrorum officia quiescunt. Non est qui moueat gressus ad ambulan- 
dum, manus ad operandum, sensus ad percipiendum." Sic per locum 
ab opposito: Qui vero secundum spiritum sunt, que spiritus sunt sen- 
tiunt," Ad Romanos 8. Ponit enim Vrso De causis empericis, Afforismo 
68, quod pisces [f. 130v] in aqua nutriti aere grosso si extrahantur extra 
aquam statim moriuntur, quia spiritus grossi piscium aere subtili non 
possunt recreari. Sic eciam homines submersi quamuis in aquis aere 
inebriant, quia tamen grossus est, non possunt eorum spiritus subtiles 
illo recreari vt diu ibi viuant. Hec autem aqua labilis, flebilis, inficiens, 
et insipida est doctorum peruersa, iuxta illud Prouerbiorum 17: Qui 
dimittit aquam capud est iurgiorum. In ista aqua submersi sunt poete, 
philosophi, et principes populi, qui teste beato Augustino X De civi- 
tate, capitulo 26, tria genera po'entis, ipsis tot attribuebant indigna que 
nec bonis hominibus poterunt merito comparari. Quorum opus ibidem 
reprobat beatus Augustinus probando solum vnum esse verum Deum. 
Cuius et opus Magister in hoc libro prosequitur diffuse, attribuens prime 
cause fecunditatem productiuam omnium creabilium, quorum alia pro- 
ducuntur non de alio, vt natura angelica, materia prima, et cetera con- 
similia, de quibus Genesis 2: Iste sunt generaciones celi et terre quando 


33 qui] quod ms. 34 nullorum] nm ms. 37 que] qui ms. 37-38 sentiunt] 
sensiunt ms. 38 Afforismo] Ass'e ms. 45 iurgiorum] mergiorum with e possibly 
exp. ms. 46 philosophi] propheti ms., perhaps intended as philosophi. 46-48 qui 
teste — comparari] ms. The text is badly corrupted; see Augustine’s original text in 
the endnote. 

30-31 cum venerit — veritatem: John 16:13. 31-36 Ad Tessalonicenses — percip- 
iendum: 1 Thes. 4:13. 32-36 corpus - percipiendum: PETRUS LOMBARDUS, Col- 
lectanea in omnes Pauli apostoli Epistulas, I ad Thessalonicenses, cap. 4 versus 12, 
ed. J.-P. MIGNE (PL 192), 1855, col. 303. 38 Ad Romanos 8: Rom. 8:5. 38-39 
Afforismo 68: URSO DE SALERNO, in Die medizinisch-naturphilosophischen Aphoris- 
men, aphor. 68, p. 15, glosula, p. 109. | 44-45 prouerbiorum - iurgiorum: Prov. 
17:14. 46 et principes populi: Cf. Exod. 15:4. 46-48 Augustino — comparari: 
AUGUSTINUS, De civitate Dei, 1. 4, cap. 27 in Libri I-X, ed. B. DOMBART A KALB 
(CCSL, 47, 48), Turnhout, 1955, p. 197. (“Relatum est in litteras, doctissimum pon- 
tificem Scaevolam disputasse tria genera tradita deorum: unum a poetis, alterum a 
philosophis, tertium a principibus civitatis ... quia sic videlicet deos deformant ut 
nec bonis hominibus comparentur, cum alium faciunt furari, alium adulterare.”) 49 
Augustinus - Deum: AUGUSTINUS, De civitate Dei, l 4, cap. 33, ed. DOMBART- 
KALB, pp. 206-207. 53-54 Genesis - terram: Gen. 2:4. 
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create sunt in die quo facit Deus celum et terram. Alia sunt facta ex 

principiis aliquod tercium constituentibus, quia formauit Dominus Deus 

hominem de limo quantum ad corpus et inspirauit in faciem spiraculum 
vite quantum ad spiritum, et factus est homo quantum ad compositum, 

Genesis 2. Tercio, alia sunt facta a Domino de compositis non con- 

stituentibus vnum per essenciam set per quemdam ordinem, qualis est 

machina mundialis constituta de omnibus partibus vniuersi, iuxta illud 

Johannis 1: Mundus per ipsum factus est. 

Cum ergo spiritus hominis naturaliter appetat intelligere prime splen- 
dorem veritatis et infima sunt deceptiua non illuminatiua — Ec- 
clesiastici 34: Sicut qui apprehendit umbram verbum et persequitur 
ventum, sic qui attendit ad visa mendacia —; 

cum eciam naturaliter desideret suo concupiscibili dulcorem felicitatis, 
et inferiora sint afflictiua — Johannis 17: Im mundo pressuram 
habebitis —; 

cum eciam spiritus hominis sit naturaliter celitus, non terrenus et grossus 
set subtilis et subtilibus recreandus, 

ideo non in mundane sapiencie fluuio, vbi est spiritus Catonis vel Prisciani, 

Aristotelis vel Iustiniani, Ypocratis vel Galienis, sed in serenissimo aere 

sacratissime theologie que procedit de ore Altissimi per modum flatus 

aeris subtilissimi linguas apostolorum facientis disertas, vbi spiritus 

Domini est, ibi sit nostra libertas. 


In quibus verbis ad commendacionem huius doctrine — 
ecce primo cuiuslibet bonitatis create|?] primum efficiens, spiritus 
Domini, quia spiritus Domini ornauit celos; 
ecce dignitas voluntatis in cuius est potestate vt vero sit assenciens 
cum sit libertas; 
set ecce tercio finale premium ex vtroque in hereditate proueniens 
si libertas fuerit ibi vbi est spiritus Domini. 
Vel sic: 
Clemencia copiosa est spiritus, 
excellencia generosa est Dominus, 
vitalis potencia est gloriosa quando libertas est ibi vbi est spir- 
itus Domini 


62 intelligere] ite’ve ms. prime] po'e ms. 64 umbram] verbum ms. 65 at- 
tendit - mendacia] ascendit ad visa m-dana ms. 


58 Genesis 2: Cf. Gen. 2:7. 61 Johannis - est: John 1:10. 63-65 Ecclesiastici — 
mendacia: Eccles. 34:2. 67-68 Johannis — habebitis: John 16:33. 77-78 ecce — 
celos: Cf. Job 26:13. 
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Pietatis inicium amplectendum, spiritus; 

dignitatis fastigium metuendum est, Dominus; 

voluntatis dormitorium ad quiescendum est celum, quando liber- 
tas et ibi vbi est spiritus Domini. 


Virtus potencior est spiritus; 

gradus reuerencior est Dominus; 

iudexque prudencior est libertas; 

ac tronus eminencior est ibi vbi est spiritus Domini. 


[2] 


Dixi secundo qualiter exprimitur peccatoris generosa reprobacio, ne pe- 
nis deputemur per Dominum secundum Magistrum historiarum super 
Ezechielem in principio: “Bos est rex iumentorum, leo est rex ferarum, 
aquila est rex auium, homo vero preest aliis creaturis? Set super omnes 
istos reges est creator omnium, qui habet in femore eius scriptum: Rer 
regum et dominus dominancium. Set secundum Sixtum Pictagoricum 
proposicione 46: “Si autem dominatum tuum egerit Deus, tu d[omi]- 
naberis omnibus," iuxta illud Genesis primo: Faciamus hominem ad 
ymaginem, et similitudinem nostram et presit piscibus maris, volatilibus 
celi et bestie terre. Per ista tria genera animalium intelliguntur omnia 
genera viciorum: per volucres celi superbia, per pisces maris carnis las- 
ciuia, et [f. 117v] per bestias terre que reptant auaricia. Quibus omnibus 
ducit hominem precipit dominari. Ponit Auicenna libro 1, Fen 3a, ca- 
pitulo quod sic incipit *Oportet" vt tota intencio in regendo puerum sit 
in corrigendo ipsius errores, vt in puero sit fixus habitus virtuosus, quia 
sicut complexio si mala fuerit ad vilia corumpenda animum inclinat, 
sic mali mores malam complexionem hominis generant et augmentant. 
Verbi gracia: ira calefacit cor hominis, augmentans iracundiam; pigricia 
eciam laxat virtutes in tantum quod complexionem non fleumaticam in 
naturam fleumatis finaliter inclinat. Cum ergo quilibet theologus debeat 
esse puer quasi ^purus aer" absque macula, quia Jacobi 3 theologia que 


98 deputemur] depitemur ms. 111 in puero] imp-o ms. 


98-100 magistrum — creaturis: Cf. PETRUS COMESTOR, Historia scholastica, His- 
toria libri Ezechielis, cap. 1, ed. J.P. MIGNE (PL, 198), Paris 1855, col. 1441. 
101-102 rex - dominancium: Rev. 19:16. 102-104 sixtum — omnibus: Sezti sen- 
tentiae CPG 1115, n? 43, ed. H. CHADWICK, Sentences of Sextus. A Contribution to 
the History of Early Christian Ethics (Texts and Studies. Contributions to Biblical 
and Patristic Literature, N.S., 5), Cambridge, 1959, p. 17. 104-106 Genesis - terre: 
Gen. 1:26. 109-116 Auicenna - inclinat: Cf. AVICENNA, Canon medicinae, l. 1, 
fen. 3, doct. 1, cap. 4, ed. Venezia 1483. 117-120 Jacobi — simulacione: James 
3:17. 
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desursum est sapiencia |f. 118] primum quidem pudica est et pacifica, 
modesta, suadibilis, bonis consenciens, plena misericordia et fructibus 
bonis et non iudicans: sine simulacione, uidetur: 
contra fluxum luxurie quia pudica; 
contra fastum superbie quia pacifica; 
contra gulosum gustum quia modesta: dicitur autem modesta quasi 
“in medio stans"; 

contra iracundie motum quia suadibilis: dicitur enim suadibilis ac- 
cione quia facit hominem ad suauitatem aptum; contra stimulum inuidie 
quia est bonis concenciens, et inuidia est bona persequens; contra vicium 
auaricie quia est plena misericordia et fructubus bonis; et septimo et vl- 
timo est contra rubiginem pigricie quia est iudicans sine simulacione: 
accidiosi vero semper simulacionem pretendunt. 

Et sic patet diuidendo particulas auctoritatis qualiter lez Domini 
est immaculata, conuertens animas vt vbi est spiritus Domini, ibi 
sit nostra libertas. Nam — 

cognoscit acucius spiritus, 

presidet sublimius Dominus, 

eligit discrecius libertas, 

perficit interius spacium ibi vbi est spiritus Domini. 


Lator legis scrutatur renes, spiritus Domini; 
virium tuarum primatum tenes, o libertas; 
tanquam finis trahit senes locus ibi vbi est spiritus Domini. 


Inspirator legis est spiritus; 

conseruator gregis est Dominus; 

officium tenes regis, o libertas; 

quando in libro vite legis, ibi vbi est spiritus Domini. 


Cor humanum quod vincit mundum per spiritum; 

humilitate fit profundum respectv [?] Domini; 

et ne tepescat sit fecundum per libertatem; 

que est principium meritum vt eius hospicium sit rotuntum [sic] 
quia ibi est spiritus Domini. 


119 modesta] medesta ms. 120 noniudicans] m-dicans ms. 137 interius] writ- 
ten twice ms. 


131-132 lex — animas: Ps. 18:8. 
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Secundum Vrsonem Afforismo 16 res sterilis est apta permutari a grossa, 
vt videmus in marmore condensante aerem sua frigiditate, et sic vertit 
in aquam ipsum ingrossando, sicut apparet in marmoris superficie. Ne 
ergo spiritus noster per amorem terrenorum sit grossus et terrenus set 
subtilis efficiatur per exercicium studii, ibi sit nostra libertas vbi est 
spiritus Domini. 


[3] 


Dixi tercio principaliter quod attingitur meritorum graciosa acceptacio 
vt virtutibus predotemur si libertas per amorem fuerit ibi vbi est 
spiritus Domini. Ponit Auicenna libro 1, fen 2, doctrina 1, capitulo 
10, quod qui habitant in locis siccis sunt bone memorie; qui in locis altis 
diu viuunt; sed qui in locis profundis cito moriuntur. Et ita moraliter 
loquendo, ne deficiat memoria et corumpatur vita gracie, sapiencia edi- 
ficauit sibi domum, idest celum empireum, ad ipsum nos inuitans dicens 
[space]: mediantibus actibus venite et bibete vinum quod miscui vobis, 
Prouerbiorum 9. Vinum moderate cum aqua mixtum velocius et intim- 
ius penetrat ac cicius inebriat quam si esset purum, teste Auicenna libro 
1, fen 3, capitulo De complexionibus. Sic sacratissima theologia, que 
instar vini ingenium et comfortat animum si admixta fuerit aqua deuo- 
cionis, que mundat a viciis et fecundat virtutibus, de qua siquis biberet 
fiet in eo fons aque salientis in vitam eternam. Sic ad omnia opera bona 
habilitat fortificatque potestatem quod — 

intellectum ignorancia excecatum illuminat conuiccione veritatis, 

affectum errore deprauatum rectificat perfeccione caritatis, 

effectum viciis debilitatum fortificat collacione potestatis, 

et profectum tepore retardatum accelerat viuacitate sagacitatis. 

Vnde Sapiencie 7: Est spiritus intelligencie quoad intellectum, 
amans bonum quoad affectum, omnem habens virtutem quoad effectum, 
et permanens in se omnia innouat et per naciones in animas sanctas 
se transferrit quoad profectum. |f. 118v] Et sequitur: Amicos Dei et 


150 Afforismo] Ass'o ms. 168 ingenium] apparently a verb is missing ms. 174 
effectum] affectum ms. 175 tepore] apparently the scribe started writing tempore 
and then corrected it ms. 178 innouat] inmouat ms. 


150 Vrsonem afforismo: URSO DE SALERNO, in Die medizinisch-naturphilosophi- 
schen Aphorismen, aphor. 16, p. 40, glosula 16, p. 40. 159-161 Auicenna — mori- 
untur: AVICENNA, Canon medicinae, l. 1, fen 2, doct. 1, cap. 10. 162-163 sapien- 
cia — domum: Prov. 9:1. 164-165 venite — Prouerbiorum 9: Prov. 9:5 166-167 
Auicenna — complexionibus: Cf. AVICENNA, Canon medicinae, |. 1, fen 3, doct. 2, 
cap. 8. 170 aque - eternam: John 4:14. 176-179 sapiencie — profectum: Cf. 
Wisd. 7:21-27. 179-181 amicos - inhabitat: Wisd. 7:27-28. 
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prophetas constituit. Neminem enim diligit Deus nisi quod sapiencia 
inhabitat. Et quia, vt dicit Vrso De causis empiricis, Afforismo 24, sen- 
sus non potest perfici absque intencione, vnde frequenter sensus obiecta 
sua non percipiunt, vt vox non auditur, color non videtur oculo pre- 
sentatum. Cuius hec sola videtur racio quia super rem sensimilem non 
fertur intencio. Sic martires non senciunt supplicium eo quod totaliter 
respectv beatitudinis apponunt suum desiderium. A vulnerato in bello 
non sentitur pena, quia continue cogitat de victoria. Ideo vt validius 
resistamus demoni pro cumulo meritorum et augmento premii, ibi sit 
nostra libertas vbi est spiritu Domini. 
In quibus verbis scripture 

intellectus nobis est detectus per spiritum; 

honoris r'us cui sum subiectus est Dominus; 

mentalis affectus est rectus non deiectus cum sit libertas; 

locus est perfectus quo Deus est dilectus, ibi vbi est spiritus 

Dei. 


Ecce quod facit cor deuotum spiritus; 

ditatque promotum Dominus; 

regit corpus totum libertas; 

omne malum est remotum ab ibi vbi est spiritus Domini. 


Est pectoralis flatus homini inspiratus per spiritum, 

suus potentatus largus est et gratus per Dominum qui dat 
munus; 

vigor tibi datus in nullo est artatus cum in te sit libertas; 

locus pulcher et latus in alto situatus est ibi vbi est spiritus 
Domini. 


Pro primo et secundo Sapiencie 12: O quam bonus et suauis est spiritus 
tuus, Domine; et quia theologia sacratissima non serua sed libera est, Ad 
Galatas 4, ideo si queratur illud Iob 28, Sapiencia vbi inuenitur et quis 
est locus intelligencie? et respondet pro seipsa: Ego in altissimis habito, 
et tronus meus in columpna nubis, Eclesiastici 24, vt per diligenciam 
scrutinii ibi sit nostra libertas vbi est spiritus Domini. 


180 Neminem| nominem ms. 181 Afforismo] ass'o ms. 190 quibus] cuius ms. 
201 suus] sucus? sinus? ms. 


181 Vrso — afforismo 24: URSO DE SALERNO, in Die medizinisch-naturphilosophi- 
schen Aphorismen, aphor. 24, p. 12, glosula 24, pp. 49-55. 206-207 Sapiencie — 
Domine: Wisd. 12:1. 207-208 Ad Galatas 4: Cf. Gal. 4:22-31. 208-209 Iob — 
intelligencie: Job 28:12. 209-210 ego - Eclesiastici 24: Cf. Eccles. 24:7. 
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Ex quo mentes sunt sene pietatis fluunt vene per spiritum cui 
appropriatur benignitas; 
virtuose rege te ne infligantur tibi pene per Dominum qui dat 
215 minas; 
in solido gradu mentem tene vt vires tue regant bene per liber- 
tatem, 
vt infra ambitum finalis cene reficiamur omnes plene, ibi vbi est 
spiritus Domini. 
220 Quam refeccionem nobis concedat qui cum patre vivit et. 


220 patre] f. ms. 


Appendix II 
Collacio Frysbi in librum tercium Sentenciarum reportacio Brok’. 
Padua, Biblioteca Antoniana, MS 515, ff. 126v-128v. 


<Assint lesus et Maria» 
Vbi spiritus Domini ibi libertas, 2 Ad Corinthios 3. 

Reuerendi domini, teste beato Paulo doctore gencium 2 Ad Thimo- 
theum 3: Omnis scriptura diuinitus inspirata vtilis est ad docendum, 
ad arguendum, ad corripiendum, et ad erudiendum in iusticiam, vt per- 
fectus sit homo ad omne opus bonum. Glosa: “Vtilis est ad docendum 
nescientes; ad arguendum, idest conuincendum, necligentes; ad corrip- 
iendum, idest increpandum, in malo persistentes;" et quarto et vltimo 
vtilis ad fouendum et erudiendum penitentes, vt sint perfecti in execu- 
cione bonorum operum. Cum ergo doctrina magistralis in tercio secun- 
dum doctorem facundum in prologo tercii libri sit principaliter 

de spiritu impregnante ventrem virginalem, 
de Domino assumente naturam racionalem, 
de gratuita libertate qua Christus nos liberauit per suam pas- 
sionem, 
et quarto de virtutum suarum varietate, vt ipsum nos sequamur 
per commitacionem, 
sequitur quod tercius liber Sentenciarum — 
1] est vtilis ad docendum nescientes per spiritum fecundantem ventrem 
virginalem; 
2| secundo est vtilis ad arguendum necligentes per Dominum assu- 
mentem naturam racionalem; 
tercio est vtilis ad corripiendum in malo persistentes per libertatem 
qua Christus per suam mortem nos liberauit; 
4| et quarto vtilis est ad erudiendum proficientes per virtutum theo- 
logicarum multitudinem vt Christum sequamur ad locum 
quem sanctis ordinauit, qui est ibi vbi est spiritus Do- 
mini. 


w 


9 fouendum] foruendum ms. 11 prologo] prolego ms. tercii] 2! ms. 12 ven- 
trem] venterem ms. 19 ventrem] venterem ms. 


3-6 Thimotheum - bonum: 2 Tim 3:16. 6-8 Vtilis — persistentes: PETRUS LOM- 
BARDUS, Collectanea in omnes Pauli apostoli Epistulas, II ad Timotheum, cap. 3 
versus 9, ed. J.-P. MIGNE (PL 192), Paris 1855, col. 378. 10-11 cum - libri: 
PETRUS LOMBARDUS, Sententiae in iv libris distinctae, lib. 3, dist. 4, cap 1, par 
1, linea 3-5, ed. I. BRADY (Spicilegium Bonaventurianum 4 - 5, 1971-1981), vol. 2, 
p. 23. 
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Et sic ex quatuor vocabulis thematis vna cum quatuor presentibus ma- 
teriis libri tercii concludetur cuilibet homini vt ibi sit sua libertas vbi 
est spiritus Domini. 


H 


Primo dixi quod tercius liber Sentenciarum est vtilis ad docendum ne- 
scientes per spiritum fecundantem vterum [sic] virginalem. Querit 
enim Magister Sentenciarum distinccione 37, capitulo primo: “Cum 
incarnacio sit tocius Trinitatis operacio, quare in scriptura hoc opus 
Spiritui Sancto sepius principaliter attribuatur?" Et respondet: “Quia,” 
inquit, ^Spiritus Sanctus caritas est et donum Patris et Filii, et ineffabili 
Dei caritate verbum caro factum est” Ponit enim Vrso De causis em- 
piricis, afforismo 22, quod cuiuslibet operacionis in corpore dupliciter in- 
strumentum: vnum subtile quid idest spiritus; aliud solidum et grossum, 
idest corpus. Primum est aereum, secundum est terrenum. Accipiendo 
autem spiritum in aliquas suas signaciones pro aere |f. 127r] subtili, 
qualiter gramatica accipit atque medicina, videmus quod tres sunt re- 
giones aeris: supprema, media, et infima. In supprema generatur et 
descendit ignis, vt patet de faculis ardentibus. In secunda est generacio 
niuis et grandinis. In tercia vero produccio et descensus roris fecundantis 
omnia terre nascencia. Sic moraliter de regione potencie Patris ignem 
succendit in furore suo, Genesis 19: Pluit Dominus super Sodomam et 
Gomorram sulphur et ignem; quandoque eciam pluit de regione sapien- 
cie iusticiam declarantis instar grandinis quando dure punit secundum 
exigenciam criminis, Exodi 9: Pluit Dominus grandinem super terram 
Egipti. Set quando Christus natus est de Virgine, de regione Spiritus 
nobis proxima pluit rorem clemencie, que contra peccata mentem re- 
frigerat et celesti fecundat gracia, vt in rore celi et pinguedine terre sit 
benediccio tua. Pro ista pluuia clamat propheta: Rorate, celi, desuper 
et nubes pluant iustum. Aperiatur terra et germinet Saluatorem. Ecce 
sublimitas Patris producentis: Rorate, celi, desuper; ecce nobilitas prolis 


40 afforismo] ass'o ms. 41 quid] q'o ms. 44 medicina] medicinam ms. 49 
Sodomam] sodemam ms. 50 Gomorram] e'o morram ms. et] om ms. 56 
tua] tuo ms. propheta] prophetam ms. 


35-37 cum - attribuatur: PETRUS LOMBARDUS, Sententiae, lib. 3, dist. 4, cap. 1, 
par. 1, ed. BRADY, vol. 2, p. 37. 87-39 quia — factum est: PETRUS LOMBARDUS, 
Sententiae, lib. 3, dist. 4, cap. 1, par. 1, ed. BRADY, vol. 2, p. 37. 39-40 
Vrso — afforismo 22: URSO DE SALERNO, in Die medizinisch-naturphilosophischen 
Aphorismen, aphor. 22, p. 12, glosula 22, p. 43. | 49-50 Genesis — ignem: Gen. 
19:24. 52-53 Exodi - Egipti: Exod 9:23. 53-56 Christus — benediccio tua: Cf. 
Gen. 27: 39-40. 56-57 propheta — saluatorem: Isa. 45:8. 
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succedentis: Et nubes pluant iustum; set ecce fecunditas matris parientis: 
Aperiatur terra, etc. 

Ponit autor De elementis libro 3 quod quatuor sunt sensus sacratissimi 
scripture, quorum vnus vt litterale essencia [sic] denotat vnitatem, tres 
vero alie personarum trinitatem, quia cum veritas prima sit trina et vna, 
sic modus sciencie de veritate prima debet esse trinus et vnus, vel trinus 
in vno. 

Allego[ricus] refertur ad Patrem, quia in allegoria est vnum fictum 
figura alterius, vel vnum fli]ctum figuratum per alterum quasi per quan- 
dam sui ymaginem, sicut in sacratissima Trinitate Pater de se suam 
gingnit ymaginem sibi coequalem. 

Sensus tropologicus refertur ad Filium, qui specialiter ad hoc mis- 
sus est vt nos per suam doctrinam conuerteret ad morum honestatem; 
Iohannis 13: Vos vocatis me magister et Domine, et bene dicitis. 

Sensus anogogicus ad Spiritum Sanctum retinet respectum. Iste enim 
sensus nos eleuat per caritatem a terrenis ad celestia; sic spiritus Domini 
ferebatur super aquas, Genesis primo, vt tota sit intencio nostri studii 
quod libertas sit ibi vbi est spiritus Domini. Et sic patet qualiter — 


simplici in natura, cum sit spiritus, 
subicitur creatura, cum sit spiritus Domini; 
indrns a natura est libertas, 


perficiens est corda pura ibi vbi est spiritus Domini. 


Nos informat mitis spiritus; 

spes datur contritis racione Domini (quia misericordia Domini 
plena est terra); 

deest causa litis in libertate, 

extinguitur cordis sitis vbi est spiritus Domini. 


Vel sic: 
Donum datur humane proli cum sit spiritus, 
vt serviatur Deo soli cum sit Dominus; 
ipsum offendere iniuste noli tu qui presides corpore moli liber- 


tas, 
quia leges iubent Deum celi vt simus reges iure poli, ibi vbi est 
spiritus Domini. 


68 sacratissima] s'ma ms. 70 refertur] referetur (corr) ms. 73 Spiritum] patrem 
ms. 


72 lohannis — dicitis: John 13:13. 74-75 spiritus — primo: Gen. 1:2. 82-83 
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[2] 


Dixi secundo principaliter quod tercius liber Sentenciarum vtilis est ad 
arguendum necligentes per Dominum assumentem naturam racionalem. 
Ponit enim auctor De elementis libro primo quod medium argumenti 
tripliciter variari solet: aliquando enim colligitur medium infra extrema, 
vt in prima figura; aliquando supra, vt in secunda; aliquando sub ex- 
tremis, vt in tercia. Extrema istius argumenti sunt angelus et homo. 
Angelus enim est principium creaturarum, Iob 4: Ipse est principium 
viarum Domini. Homo est finis creaturarum, quasi mundi epilogus 
atque microcosmus. Set homo subiacet duplici miserie in presenti, \vt/ 
pene et culpe. Set angelus liber est ab vtraque. Inter hec tenuit Maria 
medium, pene subiecta et peccato libera, et sic erat supra hominem per 
excellenciam sanctitatis, set sub angelis mortalitatis. Erat eciam sub 
hiis extremis quia angelis et hominibus humilior effecta. Et ideo post 
assumpcionem est supra extrema, quia supra coros angelorum et per 
consequens hominum exaltata. 

Cum ergo in eo existente aliquid necesse est extrema coniungi, ideo 
non solum homo et angelus set homo et Dominus, reus et Deus perpetuo 
pacis federe mutuo concordant; lohannes: Venit lesus, et stetit in medio 
et dirit: Pax vobis. Hoc argumentum difficile rei dubie faciens fidem 
fecit Christus, vt sibi socialiter v[nilamur, quia a Domino factum est 
illud et est mirabile in oculis nostris. Et ideo dicit propheta Abakuc: 
Contemplabor, inquit, vt videam quid dicatur michi et quid respondeam 
ad argumentem me. Argumento arguet in finali iudicio necligentes de 
signis gratuite dileccionis, cum plenitudo legis sit dileccio, quia si affir- 
macio sit causa affirmacionis, et nemo erit causa negacionis in causis 
precisis. Et ideo teste euangelista Mathei 3 sicut servantibus [f. 127v] 
vincula caritatis et effectum dabit Dominus premium, sic ad necligentes 
de caritatis medio non dicet * Venite" set “Ite ad tormentum Et ideo 
vt perueniamus ad beatitudinem qua intendimus, Venite, arguite me, 
dicit Dominus: 

Impositus est progressus pigriciam excludens, Venite; 


95 assumentem] add per apparently exp. ms. 97 aliquando] written twice ms. 98 
prima] written twice ms. 102 microcosmus] microgosmus ms. homo] add iacet 
canc. ms. 103 ab] al ms. 109 existente] add h'o ms.; perhaps hoc modo? 115 
dicatur] dicam ms. 122 qua] quam ms.; perhaps ad quam was intended. 


96-99 auctor — tercia: Cf. ARISTOTELES, Prior Analytics 1, cap. 5 (Bekker 272a). 
100-101 Iob — domini: Job 14:40. 111-112 Iohannes - vobis: John 20:19. 113- 
114 a domino - nostris: Ps. 12:11, etc. 114-116 Abakuc - argumentem me: Hab. 
2:1. 117 plenitudo - dileccio: Cf. Rom. 13:10. 119-121 Mathei — tormentum: 
Cf. Matt. 25: 34 and 41. 122-123 venite — dominus: Isa. 1:18. 
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vt expositus sit processus veritatem includens, arguite; 
verus sensus est concessus falsitatem precludens, quia dicit Domi- 
nus. 
Et quia teste Auicenna, libro primo, fen 2, doctrina 2, capitulo primo, sol 
multo maiorem influenciam radiorum facit in vallibus quam in montibus 
propter sue virtutis visionem, sic Christus Dominus non superbos inni- 
tentes proprio dictamini set humiles perficit lumine sapientalis studii, 
quorum est libertas vbi est spiritus Domini. 
Et sic: 
medela mortis est spiritus, 
tutela fortis est Dominus, 
non est querela sortis in libertate, 
que est ibi vbi est spiritus Domini. 


Lator legis est suauis spiritus, 

timorem incutit cunctis prauis Dominus, 

mereri potest tua vis libertas, 

vt Deum laudes instar auis non hic esse set ibi inanis vbi est 
spiritus Domini. 


Inspirati sunt prophete per spiritum, 

culpe populi sunt delete per Dominum (“Dele,’ 
mista, ^Domine, iniquitatem meam"); 

exigit cultus set non videte, o libertas, 

vt in loco glorie perfruaris lete, ibi vbi est spiritus Domini. 


? 


inquit Psal- 


[3] 


Dixi tercio quod sentencia tercii libri est vtilis ad corripiendum in malo 
persistentes per libertatem qua Christus nos liberauit per suam pas- 
sionem. Assignat enim Magister 2 Sentenciarum, distinccione 25, capit- 
ulo 9, triplicem libertatem: a necessitate scilicet, a miseria, et a pec- 
cato, quam innuit Apostolus Ad Romanos 8 dicens: Creatura liberabitur 
a seruitute corumpcionis in libertatem glorie filiorum Dei. In quo verbo 
Apostolus proponit nobis hominem — 


126 verus] versus ms. 139 cunctis] cuntis ms. 141 vt] vd ms. 143 Inspirati] 
inspirate ms. 


128-130 Auicenna — visionem: AVICENNA, Canon medicinae, l. 1, fen. 2, doct. 
2, cap. 1, ed. Venezia 1483. 144-145 psalmista — meam: An antiphon; cf. Ps 
50:3. 151-153 magister — peccato: PETRUS LOMBARDUS, Sententiae, lib. 2, dist. 25, 
cap. 9, par. 1, ed. BRADY, vol. 1, p. 469. 153-154 apostolus — dei: Rom. 8:21. 
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in nature dignitate institutum, 
culpe virtute destitutum vel prostitutum, 
et glorie claritate restitutum. 


Primum probat exitus creacionis in creatura; 

secundum defectus infeccionis, ibi a seruitute corupcionis; 

et tercium status glorificacionis, quia liberabitur in libertatem glorie 

filiorum Dei. 

Primum probant tria: personalis [?] impassiuitas quoad corpus racionale; 
luciditas quoad animam prelacionis; sublimitas quoad vtrumque. Ex 
primo fuit potens non mori; ex secundo potens non decepi; ex tercio 
potens non subici alteri, scilicet creature. Set descendens ab dignitate 
nature ad vilitatem culpe addictus est necessitati corupcionis quoad cor- 
pus, cecitati cognicionis quoad animam, et seruituti condicionis quoad 
coniunctum. Ex primo fuit non potens non mori, ex secundo non potens 
non decipi, et ex tercio non potens non subici, quia creatura subiecta 
est, Ad Romanos 8. Set Christus, qui est via, veritas, et vita, in ara 
crucis optulit semetipsum vitam contra mortalitatis putredinem, veri- 
tatem contra perplexitatis caliginem, via genus humanum ducens [sic] 
ad prioris dominacionis originem. Et sic homo prostitutus per pecca- 
tum fit restitutus per passionem Christi in libertatem glorie filiorum 
Dei, vt in immortalitatem quoad corpus, veritatem quoad animam, et 
dominatiuam libertatem quoad vtrumque. Ex primo non poterit mori, 
ex secundo non poterit decipi, ex tercio non poterit creature subici, cum 
fuerit ibi libertas vbi est spiritus Domini. 

Ponunt enim astronomi ac medici, teste Auicenna libro primo, fen 
prima, doctrina 3, capitulo primo, quod habitantes sub circulo Can- 
cri maximum excessum caloris percipiunt et maiorem quam in circulo 
equinocciali. Cuius assignatur racio quia quando sol est in capite Cancri, 
statim retrocedit per eandem viam, et sic diutina mora est causa caloris 
excessiui. Est autem Cancer secundum fratrem Bartholomeum De pro- 
prietatibus rerum piscis retrocedens. Sic Christus, sol iusticie, fuit sub 
Cancri signo quando pro nobis pependit in ligno, quia cum rectus inces- 
sus hominis debeat esse de virtute ad honorem, de merito ad premium, 


157 virtute] v'ute ms. 166 ab] ad ms. 170 creatura] add a ms. 176 immor- 
talitatem] mortalitatem ms. 


170-171 creatura - Romanos 8: Rom. 8:20. 171 via - vita: John 14:6. 180-181 
Auicenna — primo: AVICENNA, Canon medicinae, l. 1, fen. 1, doct. 3, cap. 1, ed. 
Venezia 1483. 185-186 Bartholomeum - retrocedens: BARTHOLOMAEUS ANGLICUS, 
De proprietatibus rerum, lib 8, cap xiii De signo Cancri, ed. Bartholomaei Anglici 
de genuinis rerum coelestium, terrestrium et inferarum Proprietatibus, Frankfurt, 
Wolfgang Richter, 1601 (réimpr. 1964), p. 391. 
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de labore ad requiem, de morte ad vitam, Christum tamen fecit retro- 
cedere peccatum primorum parentum, quia de virtute ad vituperium, 
de vituperio ad verbera, ad crucem, ad mortem, et ad infernum, ita 
quod toto tempore ab incarnacione vsque ad resurrexionem morabatur 
in Cancro Dominus. Quia sicut sole existente in Cancro maximus calor 
humiditatiuum consumptiuus mundus transfunditur, sic tempore pas- 
sionis tam verbo quam facto corripiendo peccatores maximam ostendit 
caritatem, quia maiorem caritatem nemo habet, etc. Et quia secundum 
Vrsonem De causis [f. 128r] empiricis, proposicione 26, vulnera interfecti 
cruentant ad presenciam interfectoris, quia aer ab interfectore attrahi- 
tur ante mortem et per vulnus intrat, cum vulneratus mortuus fuerit 
et interfector presens, tunc aer in vulneribus retentus a simili aere in- 
terfectoris tractus naturaliter exit sanguinem secum ducens. Moraliter: 
Interfectus est Dominus Deus, interfector est homo reus. Quandoque 
ergo homo appropinquat Domino per graciam, recens est sanguis passio- 
nis Christi infra memoriam, que accendere facit mentes hominum iuxta 
illud Christi in euangelio: Si exaltatus fuero a terra, omnia traham ad 
meipsum. Ergo dimissa ponderositate peccati ibi sit libertas vbi est 
spiritus Domini. 

Calor lucis est spiritus, 

valor crucis est Dominus, 

lumen [?] ducis si in te sit libertas 

et affectu tu sis ibi vbi est spiritus Domini. 


Nunc fari potes per spiritum qui in forma lingue apparuit; 
non stas ali'te [?] cum habeas Dominum; 

regere potes tu te cum in te sit libertas; 

vt in celo viuas tute ibi vbi est spiritus Domini. 


Prius ocultata subtiliter sunt prolata mediante spiritu, 
cuncta procreata subici sunt innata voluntati Domini; 

virtus sublimata cui membra sunt aptata est libertas; 

ibi mens beata non est perturbata vbi est spiritus Domini. 


192 incarnacione] incaracione ms. morabatur| morebatur ms. 193-194 max- 
imus calor — transfunditur] thus ms., grammar and meaning unclear. 210 lumen] 
the reading bene is possible ms.; or else lumine duceris? 


196 maiorem - habet etc.: Cf. John 15:13. 197 Vrsonem - proposicione 26: URSO 
DE SALERNO, in Die medizinisch-naturphilosophischen Aphorismen, aphor. 26, p. 12, 
glosula 26, pp. 57-58. 205-206 si exaltatus — meipsum: John 12:32. 


495 


190 


195 


200 


205 


210 


215 


496 


220 


225 


230 


235 


240 


245 


250 


Siegfried WENZEL 


KR 


Dixi quarto et vltimo quod tercius liber Sentenciarum est vtilis ad eru- 
diendum proficientes in virtutibus theologicis, vt sequamur ad locum 
quem sanctis preordinauit, ibi vbi est spiritus Domini. Iste vero liber 
tercius — 

magnificans mediatorem in carnis puluere, 

glorificans liberatorem de legis onere, 

inducens Saluatorem cum pacis federe, 

considerans peccatorem repletum scelere, 

contemplansque erectorem de culpe carcere 
virtutes inscribit. In libro consciencie anime vero due sunt partes: as- 
pectus et affectus. Aspectus est quid exterior, quia nichil ad effectum 
peruenit quod prius aspectui non occurrit. Quia ergo per cognicionem 
in aspectu non describitur quod in libro foris per fidem depingitur, si 
vero ista descripcio profundata fuerit in affectu, scilicet amorem config- 
urauerit, iam liber est inscriptus intus et foris. Cum autem hec interna 
inscripcio prorupit in lucem operum, tunc speratur premium ex meri- 
tis, amplius illuminat aspectum, expressius et formosius inscribit prius 
inscriptum; et propter hanc reuolucionem for'te rotis per Ezechielem 
comparatur, nec rotis quibuscumque set in quibus erat spiritus vite, non 
stature humilis set altitudinis excelse attingentis cacumen loci altissimi, 
vt ibi sit libertas cuiuslibet theologi vbi est spiritus Domini. 

Dicit Vrso De causis empiricis, afforismo 29: quodlibet conseruatur 
in esse et salute per sibi similia in natura, vt temperatus temperatis, 
colericus colericis. Ideo vt vigeat perfeccio et sanitas conseruetur animi, 
ibi sit libertas; vbi est libertas arbitrii vbi est spiritus Domini. 
Dicit enim Gregorius Super euangelia, omelia 30 super istud Iohannis 
Si quis diligit me, sermonem meum seruabit: “Nisi,” inquit, “Spiritus 
Sanctus assit animo audientis, ociosus est sermo doctoris. Nemo ergo 
docenti homini tribuat quod ex ore docentis intelligit; quia nisi intus sit 
qui doceat, doctoris lingua exterius in uanum laborat. Ociosus sermo 
docentis esset si prebere non valeret amoris incendium." Ergo cum amor 
approprietur spiritui, ibi sit libertas studii vbi est spiritus Domini. 


228 repletum] corr from completum ms. 234 ista] written twice ms. 235 intus] 
iustus ms. 239 quibus] cuius ms. 242 afforismo] ass’o ms. 29] reading 25 is 
possible ms. 


234-235 vero - foris: Rev. 5:1. 238-239 Ezechielem comparatur: Cf. Ezek. 
1:15-21. 242 Vrso — afforismo 29: URSO DE SALERNO, in Die medizinisch-natur- 
philosophischen Aphorismen, aphor. 29, p. 13, glosula 29, pp. 60-61. 247-251 
nisi — incendium: Cf. GREGORIUS, Homilae in Evangelia CPL 1711, lib. 2, homilia 
30, par. 3-5, ed. R. ETAIX (CCSL, 141), Turnhout 1999, pp. 258-260. 
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Ecce quod illabitur mentibus humanis, spiritus; 

ecce quod preficitur omnibus mundanis, Dominus; 

ecce quod absoluitur a moribus prophanis cum sit libertas; 

et ideo dulcore letabitur glorie non inanis ibi vbi est spiritus 
Dominus. 


Ecce quod [space| organum terrenum, spiritus; 
ecce quod repudiat vicium obscenum, Dominus; 
ecce quod ratificat iudicium serenum, libertas; 
vt tandem locum habeat securum et amenum ibi vbi est spiritus 
Domini. 
Pro primo et secundo Ad Corinthios 12: Nemo potest dicere “Domi- 
nus lesus" nisi in Spiritu Sancto. Pro tercio Iacobi primo: Qui autem 
perspexerit in lege perfecte [sic] libertatis et permanserit in ea, non au- 
ditor obliuiosus factus set factor operis, beatus in facto suo erit. Et pro 
quarto: Vbicumque habitabant filii Israel, lux erat, Exodi 4. 
Et sic amoris emendacio, feruoris excitacio infiniti Dei est spiritus; 
valoris protestacio, honoris proclamacio adhibetur ei qui est Domi- 
nus; 
splendoris informacio |long space] intellectualis rei procedit a lib- 
ertate; 
dulcoris pululacio, auctoris speculacio ponunt finem spei ibi vbi 
est spiritus Domini. 


Ecce a quo procedit |f. 128v] omnis vita, spiritus; 
creata precedit infinita Dominus; 

non artatur ad concupita libertas; 

gloria paratur inaudita ibi vbi est spiritus Domini. 
Quam nobis concedat, etc. 


265 perspexerit] prospexerit ms. 


264-266 que autem - erit: James 1:25. 267 vbicumque — Exodi 4: Exod. 10:23. 
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Appendix III 
<Collacio in 4’m librum Sentenciarum> 
Padua, Biblioteca Antoniana, MS 515, ff. 123v-130r. 


Vbi spiritus Domini ibi libertas, 2 Corinthiorum 3. 

Beatus Augustinus De civitate Dei, libro 8, capitulo 4, Platonem com- 
mendat eo quod in moralem, racionalem, ac naturalem scienciam philo- 
sophicam tripharie diuisit: 

moralis in accione versatur, 

racionali sciencia verum discernitur a falso, 

sed naturalis contemplacioni deputata est. 
Sic quartus liber Sentenciarum est: 


[1] moralis, medicinalis et sanatiuus; 
[2] racionalis, quia iudicialis et decisiuus; 
[3] naturalis, quia imperialis et conclusiuus. 


Est enim medicinalis et sanatiuus in tractatu sacramentorum, de quibus 
tractat a quarti libri principio vsque ad distinccionem 43'am. 
Est secundo iudicialis et decisiuus in punicione peruersorum, de quibus 
a distinccione 43 vsque distinccionem 46 plenam facit men- 
cionem. 
Est tercio imperialis et conclusiuus in collacione premiorum, de quibus 
pertractat ordinate a distinccione 48 vsque ad finem libri. 
Sed vt thematis ad librum affinitas reluceat — 
ecce antidoti sanatiui grata procreacio per spiritum Domini, quia 
spiritus adiuuat infirmitatem, Romanorum 8. 
Ecce secundo racionalis iudicii clara contemplacio in libertate, 
que secundum Magistrum libro 2, distinccioe 25, capitulo 5, 
liberum dicitur de voluntate iudicium. 
Ecce tercio supernaturalis hospicii bonorum cohabitacio, ibi vbi 
est spiritus Domini. 
Ex quorum quolibet persuadere propono per raciones doctorum claras 
et apertas vt vbi est spiritus Domini ibi sit vestra libertas. 


10 decisiuus] decesciuus ms. 12 tractatu] tractati ms. 13 quarti] 4? ms. 20 
antidoti] antidodi ms. 


1 vbi spiritus — Corinthiorum 3: 2 Cor 3:7. 2 Augustinus — capitulo 4: AUGUSTINUS, 
De civitate Dei, 1. 8, cap. 4, in Libri I-X, ed. B. DoMBART - A. KALB (CCSL,47), 
Turnhout, 1955, p. 220. 21 spiritus - Romanorum 8: Rom 8:26. 
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Dixi primo quod quartus liber Sentenciarum est medicinalis et sanati[u|us 

a peccatis per antidotum spiritus Domini. Ponit Auicen[na] libro 

primo, fen 2, doctrina prima, capitulo 8, quod omnis infirmitas que 

non est proporcionalis vel conformis etati, complexioni, vel tempori est 
periculosior quam illa que est eisdem conformis. Verbi gracia: Si seni 
accidat febris acuta in hyeme, non euadet, quia illa infirmitas pro tunc 
sibi non accideret nisi ex occasione maxima. Et ideo illam pro tunc 
vincere insufficiens est natura. Ponit et ibidem quod vna infirmitas 
in homine sanat aliam, sicut emoroides sanant guttam. Sic moraliter 
loquendo, peccatum mortale homini est tam difforme, contrarium, et 
nociuum quod ipsum sanare nequaquam potest homo purus. Ideo vt 
sanitatem conferret humano generi, infirmitates in se suscipiens Chris- 
tus Deus velud alter Samaritanus vulnerato approprians sacramentorum 
alligamenta adhibuit, quia contra peccati originalis et actualis vulnera 
remedium instituit sacramenta, teste Magistro 4 Sentenciarum in prin- 
cipio sic dicente: ^Sacramentum enim proprie dicitur quod ita signum 
est gracie Dei et invisibilis gracie forma, vt ipsius gerat ymaginem et 
causa coexistat. Non enim signandi gracia sacramenta instituta sunt set 
eciam sanctificandi.” Instituta vero sunt, secundum Magistrum, triplici 
racione, scilicet propter — 

humiliacionem, 

erudicionem, 

et exercitacionem. 

Propter humiliacionem quidem vt homo ex Dei imperio salutem querat 
in inferioribus se, etsi non ab illis set per illa a Deo, et ex hac 
humilitate magis Deo placeat. 

Propter erudicionem vero vt per illud quod foris in specie visibili cer- 
nitur ad invisibilem virtutem que intus est agnoscendam mens 
erudiatur. 

Sed tercio propter exercitacionem instituta sunt, quia cum homo ociosus 
esse non possit, quia aut delectatur in vanis aut in sanis, ideo 
proponitur ei vtilis et salubris exercitacio in sacramentis, vt 


31 antidotum] antidodum ms. 35 infirmitas] corr from informitas ms. 45 Sacra- 
mentum] sacramenta ms. 48 triplici] 3 ms. 59 propter] om ms. 


31-34 Auicenna — conformis: Avicenna, Canon medicinae, lib. 1, fen 2, doctr. 1, 
cap. 8: “Et est tibi sciendum quod egritudo proportionalis complexioni, etati, et 
tempori est minoris timoris ea que eis non proportionant[ur?]? 87-88 vna infirmi- 
tas — aliam: Avicenna, ibidem: “Et est egritudo alterius egritudinis medicamentum." 
44-48 magistro — sanctificandi: PETRUS LOMBARDUS, Sententiae, lib. 4, dist. 1, 
cap. 4, ed. BRADY, vol. 2, p. 233. 
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vanam et noxiam ocupacionem vitet et declinet. Non enim 

facile capitur a temptatore qui bono vacat exercicio. 
Sacramenta vero eo quod signa sunt, preter illud quod ingerunt sensi- 
bus aliud mentibus spiritualiter prefigurant, iuxta illud Deuteronomii 
22: Si ambulans per viam in arbore vel in via nidum auis inueneris et 
matrem pullis vel ouis desuper incumbantem, non tenebis eam cum fil- 
iis suis set abire pacieris captos tenens filios vt bene sint tibi et longo 
tempore viuas. Quam auctoritatem Alexander Nekham exponit Super 
Ecclesiaste in hunc modum: Ambulantibus per viam vite et ad super- 
nam tendentibus patriam tutum est et suaue defecatis recreari edita- 
cionibus. Auis ergo nidificans in arbore litera est spiritualem [f. 129r] 
pariens intellectum in sublimi materia. Nidificans in terra auis litera est 
in humili materia misticam creans intelligenciam. Pulli vel oua sensus 
sunt angogici. Superficialem ergo intelligenciam frequenter auolare per- 
mittamus nobis reseruato intellectu spirituali. Relinquatur palea Iudeis 
dummodo nos ex medulla farine triticie panes proposicionis faciamus, 
reponendos super mensam dominicam. Et sic non tantum literaliter set 
spiritualiter pascatur intellectualitas, vt vbi est spiritus Domini ibi 
sit nostra libertas. 

Et sic doctrina quarti libri Sentenciarum comendatur — 

ab inestimabili subtilitate spiritus; 

ab insuperabili potestate Domini; 

a comendabili proprietate, cum sit libertas; 

et ab incomparabili iocunditate, quia ducit ibi vbi est spiritus 

Domini. 


Nam subtilitate est polita, spiritus; 

potestate est munita, Domini; 

diligit uero in vita, libertas, 

eligit bona infinita, ibi vbi est spiritus Domini. 


Et sic videte moralem perfeccionem spiritus; 
principalem iurisdiccionem Domini; 

virtualem affecionem in libertate; 

et eternalem dileccionem ibi vbi est spiritus Domini. 


71 tendentibus] tendenti ms. 78 literaliter] or literali; literati ms. 79 spiritu- 
aliter] or spirituali; spiriuali ms. 91 videte] add in ms. 


62-63 non enim - exercicio: Cf. PETRUS LOMBARDUS, Sentenciae lib. 4, dist. 1, 
cap. 5, ed. BRADY, vol. 2, p. 235. 66-69 si ambulans - viuas: Deut 22:6-7. 75-78 
superficialem — dominicam: Cf. Exod 25:30. 
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Secundo principaliter dixi quod quartus liber Sentenciarum est iudicialis 
et decisiuus in punicione peruersorum. De quibus pertractat a distinc- 
cione 48. Et per hoc retrahit libertatem a malo culpe Deum offendentis, 
quia secundum Sixtum Pictagoricum proposione 3, “libertatem arbitrii 
sui permisit Deus hominibus sine dubio vt pure et sine peccato viuentes 
similes fiant? Item proposicione 274: “Liber enim ab omnibus eris cum 
Deo seruieris.” Set per omnem peccatum factus est homo seruus mis- 
era[|bi]is, tam pene quam culpe totaliter subiectus. Sicut enim anima 
est in corpore velud rex in regno, sic Deus est in mundo ipsum con- 
seruans, regens, et gubernans. Set nos videmus quod ad concepcionem 
anime totum mouetur corpus; ad apprehencionem autem rei terribilis 
homo pallescit. Et huius racio est quod calor naturalis recurrit ad in- 
teriora, sicut discurrentibus ad interiora ciuitatum recurrunt simplices 
ex timore. Ad concepcionem vero rei verecunde homo erubescit et de 
relata statim hylarescit. Et secundum hunc modum ad diuinum precep- 
tum totum commouebitur vniuersum ad vindictam malefactorum, quia 
tunc in finali iudicio omnis creatura deseruiens Creatori delectabitur in 
to[r[mentis inimicorum suorum, quia cum secundum beatum Gregorium 
homo quodam modo sit perfeccio vniuersi, participans cum omni crea- 
tura, si corumpatur per peccatum, in eo quodam modo corumpitur totus 
mundus, et ideo tota vniuersalis creatura acusabit hominem peccatorem 
et contra ipsum pugnabit et armabit creaturam ad vlcionem inimicorum 
contra insensatos. Hinc est quod sol couertetur in tenebras, in testimo- 
nium quod homo recessit a vera luce et tenebras culpe contraxit. Luna 
conuertetur in sanguinem, in signum fetoris peccati. Stelle eciam cadent 
de celo, in signum quod homo cecidit a gloria paradisi quam adipisci 
plolterat, et in puteum inferni, Mathei 24: Sicut fulgur exit ab oriente 
et paret vsque ad occidentem, ita erit aduentus Filii Hominis. 

Narrat dominus Albertus super libros Metheorum quod aliquando per 
fulgur gladius in vagina, aurum et argentum in bursa liquescunt, vagina 
et bursa illesis remanentibus. Cuius racio hec potest assignari: quia 
subtilitas fulguris penetrat sine lesione materiam minus compactam sibi 


102 omnem] add per ms. 114 participans] partiscipans ms. 123 paret] perit 
ms. 125 in] et ms. liquescunt] liquescint, apparently, ms. 


99-101 libertatem — fiant: Cf. Sixtus, Sententiae, n. 36. 101-102 liber — seruieris: 
Ibid. n. 264. 118 sol- tenebras: Joel 2:31; Acts 2:20. 119-120 luna - sanguinem: 
Joel 2:31; Acts 2:20. 120-121 stelle — celo: Matt 24:29. 122-123 sicut fulgur — 
hominis: Matt 24:27. 124-126 Albertus - remanentibus: ALBERTUS MAGNUS, Me- 
teora, lib. 3, tract. 3, cap. 19, ed. Colon. VI/1, 168, 1. 68-169, 1. 19. 
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obedientem, set contra materiam duram sibi resistentem totam quam 
potest exercet potestatem. Set quia ad modum fulguris erit aduentus 
Filii Hominis ad iudicium, ideo non ledet humiles secundum leges suas 
sibi seruientes; superbos et rebelles obstinatos in superbia ex equitate 
iusticie faciet cibum ignis, Christo attestante Mathei 25: Discedite a me, 
maledicti, in ignem eternum. Ideo per locum ab opposito, cum fortitudo 
mentis maior sit in hominibus paruis quam magnis, quia spiritus in eis 
sunt magis vniti, secundum Vrsonem De causis empiricis, afforismo 6, 
spiritus quidem promptus est ad obediendum, scilicet Deo, caro autem 
infirma, Mathei 24. In cuius signum Spiritus Sanctus apparuit in specie 
columbe super Christum baptizatum, [f. 129v], que animal est domes- 
ticum et humile, felle carens malicie, relictisque cadaueribus de granis 
purissimis se cibat atque viuit, prebens exemplum humano generi vt pre- 
ceptis dominicis sit obediens et non seruiat voluntas carni et sanguini, 
set ibi sit nostra libertas per humilitatem vbi est spiritus Domini. 

Principium vitale est spiritus; 

presidium regale est Dominus; 

iudicium mentale est in libertate; 

sed hospicium regale est esse cum sit ibi vbi est spiritus Domini. 


Immensum datur nobis donum, spiritus; 

ad iuuandum seruos pronum, cum sit spiritus Domini (dicitur 
Dominus quasi *dans manus"); 

ad subueniendum seruis potencia potens apparens bonum est lib- 
ertas; 

vt ascendat ad Dei tronum ibi vbi est spiritus Domini. 


Celestis natura spiritus; 

prepollet prelatura Domini; 

operum mensura est libertas; 

manet absque prelatura [?] qui est ibi vbi est spiritus Domini. 


[3] 


Dixi tercio et vltimo quod quartus liber Sentenciarum est imperialis et 
inclusiuus in premiorum collacione. De quibus a distinccione 48 vsque 


134 maior] maios ms. 135 afforismo] ss’o or ffo ms. 141 obediens] abediens 
ms. 143 Principium] pri ms. 156 prelatura] prelurat ms. 


129-130 erit — hominis: Cf. Matt 24:27. 132-133 discedite — eternum: Matt 25:41 
136-137 spiritus - Mathei 24: Matt 26:41. 137-138 in cuius — baptizatum: Matt 
3:16, etc. 
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ad finem libri gratam facit mencionem. Sicut enim iusticia Dei nullum 
malum permittit finaliter inpunitum set quemlibet virum iustum hic 
non remuneratum ad plenum tam in anima quam in corpore et extremo 
examine iuste premiabit. 

Per subtilem enim examinacionem proprie consciencie tantam recipiet 
corpus subtilitatem quod nulla res quantumcumque dura sue penetra- 
cioni resistere non valebit. Hanc dotem ostendit Christus quando natus 
fuit de virgine sine fraccione sigilli vteri virginalis, ad instar radii so- 
laris vitrum penetrantis. Sicut eciam post suam resurrexionem intrauit 
ianuis clausis, sic post resurreccionem finalem celum penetrabunt sine 
eius fraccione corpora beatorum. 

Secundo ex puritate consciencie dotem recipiemus claritatis. Corpora 
enim nostra septem|p]liciter erunt clariora ipso sole quando reformabit 
Christus corpus humilitatis nostre configuratum corpori claritatis sue, 
Romanorum. Hanc claritatem ostendit Christus in sua transfiguracione 
quando resp|ljenduit facies eius sicut sol. 

Tercio, si humiles simus, veloces, et obedientes ad custodiendum pre- 
cepta Domini, tunc erunt corpora agilia, non ponderosa, vt corpus sit 
totaliter subiectum anime in nullo potens sibi resistere. Hoc vero placuit 
optimo et sapientissimo Creatori vt spiritus hominis Deo pie subditus 
habeat feliciter subditum corpus suum. Vnde ait beatus Augustinus XII 
De ciuitate Dei, capitulo vltimo: “Certe vbi volet spiritus, ibi pro[t]inus 
erit corpus.” Cuius contrarium erit in dampnatis. Hanc agilitatem os- 
tendit Christus quando ambulauit super aquas maris. 

Quarto ex perseuerancia in virtutibus contra dyaboli temptamenta 
corpora nostra erunt incoruptibilia et impassibilia, sic quod non poter- 
imus sentire ad quod nobis malum aliquod inferat pena vel grauamen. 
Hanc impassibilitatem Christus ostendit cum dedit corpus suum in cena 
discipulis ad manducandum. Vnde ipsi corpus suum receperunt nul- 
lum ei malum vel dampnum inferendo. Et sic oportet hoc coruptibile 
induere incorupcionem et mortale hoc induere immortalitatem, prima 
Corinthiorum 15. Querit Albertus 4 Methe'orum, capitulo 3, quare va- 
por terrestris superius ascendit quam vapor aqueus, cum multo magis 
sit grauis et ponderosus; ascendit namque vapor terrenus ad speram ig- 


162 anima] dià ms. 165 nulla] possibly ulla ms. 172 enim] in ms. 174 clar- 
itatem] clalitatem ms. 


172-174 reformabit — romanorum: Phil 3:21. 174-175 hanc - sol: Matt 17:2. 
181-182 certe — corpus: AUGUSTINUS, De civitate Dei, l. 22, cap. 30, in Libri XI- 
XXII, ed. B. DOMBART A KALB (CCSL, 48), Turnhout, p. 862. 182-183 hanc- 
maris: Matt 14:25 etc. 187-188 hanc - manducandum: Matt 26:26. 189-191 
oportet — Corinthiorum 15: 1 Cor 15:53. 191-194 Albertus — nocte: ALBERTUS 
MAGNUS, Meteora, lib. 3, tract. 3, cap. 19, vide supra. 
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nis, ex illoque generantur impressiones ignee que apparent in nocte. Et 
respondet quia conuenit cum igne in siccitate. Aqua vero ingratet [?] 
qualitate sibi repugnat. Sic quamuis natura humana naturaliter sit sub 
angelica, sicut terra sub aqua, tamen ignis deitatis conuenit cum homine 
secundum naturam assumptam a Christo de virgine. Ideo ad maiorem 
felicitatem ascendit homo ex gracia quam angelus per naturam. 

Vnde presupposita quadruplici dote corporis congaudet primo mens 
beata cum angelis ex veritate reuelata, quia videmus nunc per speculum 
in emigmate, tunc autem facie ad faciem. Ex caritate communicata, 
Sapiencie 8: Quia non habet amaritudinem conuersacio eorum. Et tercio 
ex firmitate continuata, quia gaudium vestrum nemo tollet a vobis. Cum 
ergo omnia bonum appetant, ex primo Ethicorum in principio, et Spir- 
itui Sancto approprientur bonitas et benignitas, ergo vbi est spiritus 
Domini, ibi sit uestra libertas. Et sic commendatur hec sciencia — 

ex viuacitate formalis principii, spiritus; 

ex maiestate generalis fastigii, cum sit spiritus Domini; 

ex generositata curialis preconii, |f. 130r] cum sit libertas; 

et quarto ex amenitate diuinalis solii, ibi vbi est spiritus Do- 

mini. 

Et sic sciencia est — 

sublimata superius cum sit spiritus, 

fecundata intimius cum sit spiritus Domini, 

solidata discrecius cum sit libertas, 

et collocata iocundius ibi vbi est spiritus Domini. 
Qua re de Magistro Sentenciarum racionaliter potest verificari illud Luce 
4: Et vt reuoluit librum, inuenit locum vbi scriptum erat ‘Spiritus Do- 
mini super me, propter quod mit me et euangelizare pauperibus misit 
me’, ideo rogo cum Apostolo Ephesiorum primo quod Deus Domini nos- 
iri lesu Christi, Pater gracie, det uobis spiritum sapiencie, vt de vobis 
verificetur illud Ieremie 34: Conuersi estis vos hodie et fecistis quod rec- 
tum est in oculis meis, vt predicaretis libertatem unusquisque ad amicum 
suum. Et sic pro securitate animi ibi sit nostra libertas vbi est spiritus 
Domini. 


211 diuinalis] tentative suggestion; di'alis ms. 218 magistro] nostro ms. 224 
oculis] add nostris canc, ms. 


195 conuenit — siccitate: Cf. perhaps ALBERTUS MAGNUS, De meteoris or Liber 
methaurorum 4.3.18, ed. Venezia, Reynaldus de Novimagio, 1488). 201-202 vide- 
mus — faciem: 1 Cor 13:12. 203 non habet — eorum: Wisd 8:16. 204 gaudium — 
vorbis: Cf. John 16:22. 205 ethicorum in principio: ARISTOTELES, Ethica Nico- 
machea I, 1, 1. 6, p. 141 (Bekker 1094a). 219-221 et vt reuoluit — misit me: Luke 
4:18-19. 221-222 deus- sapiencie: Eph 1:17 223-225 conuersi - amicum suum: 
Jer 34:15. 
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Dociles discipuli sunt gauisi luce mediante spiritu, qui est cun[c]tis 
consolator; 

humiles seruuli sunt consisi [sic] duce gubernante cum Dominus 
sit fortis propugnator; 230 

actus culpabiles non sunt visi stante libertate; 

fructus nobiles paradisi mentibus bonis sunt prouisi in sancta ciui- 
tate, ibi vbi est spiritus Domini. 


Ecce quid decorem efficit et non sinit mori, spiritus; 
ecce quis timorem incutit legis transgressori, Dominus; 235 
feruorem mentis dirigit gratuito amori, libertas; 
sed dulcorem spacii exprimit Dei comprehensori ibi vbi est spiri- 
tus Domini. 
Et sic videtur michi — 
quod cari[taltis facula magistrum inflammauit racione spiritus; 240 
contra mundi pericula errores vitauit per spiritum Domini; 
quod (secundum Philosophum et Egidium De regimine principum 
racione prediti debent dominari fortibus subiecti) prauitatis 
macula ipsum non artauit, quia in ipso fuit libertas; 
et tandem felicia tabernacula vt meruit intrauit, ibi vbi est spiri- 245 
tus Domini. 
Ad que nos perducat qui sine fine viuit, etc. 


243 prediti] predicti ms. subiecti] subiectis ms. 


242-243 Egidium - subiecti: See AEGIDIUS ROMANUS, De regimine principum, 1. 3, 
p. 2, c. 6, ed. Augsburg 1473, n.p. 
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Appendix IV 
«Collatio Finalis> 
Padua, Biblioteca Antoniana, MS 515, ff. 123v-126v. 


Vbi spiritus Domini, ibi libertas, 2 Ad Corinthios 3. 
Reuerendi patres, 


[1] auditorii assistentis caritas specialis appropriata spiritui; 

[2] bachelarii succedentis profunditas doctrinalis, que est possessio 
Domini, quia Deus scienciarum dominus est; 

[3] vacacionis iam instantis oportunitas criminalis consurgens ex lib- 


ertate arbitrii, 
mouent nos uos committere diuino regimini, vt ibi sit libertas vbi est 
spiritus Domini. 


[1] Premittitur primo caritas fraternalis assistentis auditorii appropri- 
ata spiritui, nam semper vos inueni affectuosos, ingeniosos, et studiosos, 
quia beneuolos, dociles, et attentos, que discipulum perfectum sufficien- 
ter reddunt secundum beatum Augustinum 4 De doctrina Christiana, 
capitulo primo. Inueni, inquam, in vobis — 


[a] maximam beneuolenciam et curialitatem, 

[b] maximam industriam et ydoneytatem, 

[c] maximam diligenciam et sedulitatem. 

[a] Quantum ad primum, secundum venerabilem Fulgencium in sua 


Methologia, beneuolencia seu amicicia describitur sub pictura Iouis, qui 
lingua Greca Zeus dicitur, vt [i] vertice curuata, [ii] auro velata, [iii] cum 
vultu ameno, et [iv] colore sereno. 

[i] Depingitur enim caritas cum capite curuato, quia cum capite ari- 
etis. Aries dicitur ab ares Grece, quod *virtus" est Latine, et capud 
istius virtutis est arietinum ad signandum dignitatis et perfeccionis ex- 
cessum quem habet caritas in ordine aliarum virtutum. Indutus est, 
secundo, tunica aurea. Habet enim naturam auri quod ipsum ductilius 
est omnibus metallis; et signat caritatem extensam ad Deum et seip- 
sum, amicum, et inimicum. Latum est hoc indumentum iuxta illud 


3 caritas] cartas ms. 6 criminalis] terminalis is possible ms. 19 pictura] pectora 
ms. 20 vertice] vrticco (7) ms. 24 arietinum] arientinum ms. 25 aliarum] 
animarum ms. 26 ductilius] dulctilius ms. 


1 vbi spiritus — Corinthios 3: 2 Cor 3:17. 13-14 Augustinum — primo: AUGUSTI- 
NUS, De doctrina christiana, 1. 4, c. 4, ed. J. MARTIN (CCSL, 32), Turnhout 1962, 
1. 5. 
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Psalmi: Latum mandatum tuum nimis. Habet tercio vultum hillarem et 
amenum. Dicunt enim astrologi Iouem preesse sagittariis, qui sunt filii 
Iouis. Que complexio naturaliter est iocunda. Et conuenit hec proprietas 
caritati, que paciens est et benigna secundum Apostolum. Habet quarto 
colorem serenum. Vnde Iubiter a poetis dicitur Despiter, idest diei clar- 
itatis pater — diam Grece “clarum” dicitur Latine. Et bene conuenit 
caritati, que nescit latere, quia “amicicia est beneficium non latens in 
contrapassis.” Et sicut secundum Sapientem in maliuolam animam non 
introibit sapiencia, sic per locum ab opposito Cum venerit spiritus, cui 
appropriatur caritatis bonitas, docebit vos omnem, veritatem, lohannis 
16. 
Nam quantum ad primam condicionem Iouis et amicicie inueni quem- 
libet vestrum considerare magistrum Sentenciarum sufficienter docuisse 
in primo perfectissimum genitorem, qui eternaliter gingnit et spi- 
rat; 
in secundo potentissimum creatorem, qui cuncta efficit et gubernat; 
in tercio largissimum redemptorem, qui hominem redemit, con- 
seruat; 
in quarto infirmi reparatorem, qui grauiter sauciatum |f. 124] 
medetur et sanat. 
Ex virtute arietina conuersacio vestra — 
humiliter coluit maiestatem in tribus suppositis subsistentem, 
miram laudauit potestatem in suis operibus relucentem, 
ardenter dilexit pietatem pro nostris sceleribus pacientem, 
p\l/enam meruit sanitatem languentis vulneribus competentem. 
Et sic caritas vestra erga Deum omnipotentem fuit vertice curuata. 
[ii] Fuit secundo auro velata, quia cum quilibet habeat lector alios 
instructurus 
in studendo viriliter insistere, 
et cor adaptare, subtiliter concipere et fantasiare, 
sagaciter discutere et examinare, 
veraciter discernere et sentenciare, 
quando tamen ruditer concepi 


30 sagittariis] sanguineis ms. 41 considerare] considerans ms. 47 sauciatum | 
sanciatum ms. 51 miram] oriram ms. 


29 latum — nimis: Ps. 118:96. 30-31 dicunt — Iouis: Cf. BARTHOLOMAEUS AN- 
GLICUS, De proprietatibus rerum, l. 8, c. 24: *Sub Ioue sunt sagittarius et piscis," 
ed. Nuremberg 1492, n. p. 32 paciens - apostolum: 1 Cor. 13:4. 35-36 amici- 
cia — contrapassis: Cf. Auctoritates Aristotelis, Senecae, Boethiis, Platonis, Apulei 
et quorundam aliorum, ed. J. HAMESSE, Louvain 1972, p. 242, n. 142. 36-37 in 
maliuolam — sapiencia: Wisd. 1:4. 37-39 cum venerit — Iohannis 16: Cf. John 
16:13. 
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et obtuse segniter legi, 

et inepte modicum perfeci, 

et non plene leuiter asseri, 

et non bene conclusiones meas non manifestaui euidentibus argu- 
mentis, vtpote induccione, sillogismo, vel emptimemate vel exemplo, que 
quatuor sunt species argumentacionis, ex 2 Topicorum, 

principia mea vobis expressi minus aperte seu indistinctius, minus 
acute seu tepidius, absque fecundia facineris eloquentis, absque decencia 
ordinis congruentis, preferebam falcitates, reprobaui veritates, sana et 
solida pertransiui, vana et friuola exquisiui — 
ex aurea tamen caritate vestra, que operit multitudinem peccatorum, 
supportatis, excusatis, acceptatis, et commendatis, et sic vestra amicicia 
fuit vertice curuata et auro velata. 
[iii] Tercio ex ydoneytate et industria vestri ingenii, que amenum 
possedit vultum doctrine arridentem, prompte concepistis, discussistis, 
deduxistis, retinuistis, et ideo profecistis, quia secundum beatum Ieron- 
imum "ingenium docile et sine doctore laudabile est.” 
[iv] Sed quia non sufficit humilitas ingenii nisi assit sedulitas exerci- 
cii, vt haberetis quartam caritatis condicionem, scilicet colorem serenum 
in scienciabilibus, ad scolas sedule conuenistis, michi sedule astitistis, 
auribus ascultastis, et cordibus reportastis. 

Pro quibus me cuilibet vestrum sine ficcione fateor obligatum per 
perpetuo. Pro cuius vobis regraciari non sufficio, set quot sunt attomi 
in magno corpore, quot in pane sunt mice paruule, quot in celo sunt stelle 
lucide, quot sunt gutte in toto equore, quot sunt folia in spisso nemore, 
quot momenta in omni tempore — tot acciones graciarum vobis refero. 

Et sicut Christus ante transitum de hoc mundo ad Patrem discipulis 
suis Spiritum Sanctum promisit se daturum — Cum assumptus, inquit, 
fuero mittam vobis eum —, sic ab hac cathedra recessurus daturusque 
locum alteri, rogo pro nobis Patrem et alium paraclitum dabit uobis. 
Luce 22: Vos estis qui permansisitis mecum in temptacionibus meis. Et 
ideo dispono pro vobis sicut disposuit michi pater meus regnum max- 
imi solacii, rogans vt ibi sit libertas vestra vbi est spiritus Domini. 


63 perfeci] profeci is possible ms. 68 aperte seu] apertes ms. 71 friuola] fruuola 
ms. 76 possedit| postendit ms. 82 ascultastis] ascultatis ms. 84 regraciari non] 
regra [blank] ms. 93 regnum] regimen is possible. 


65-67 et non bene - topicorum: Cf. ARISTOTELES, Topica, II, cap. 4 (Bekker 111b). 
72 operit — peccatorum: 1 Peter 4:8. 78 ingenium - laudabile est: HIERONYMUS, 
Epistulae, Ep 53.3, ed. I. HILBERG (CSEL, 54), Vienna 1910, p. 446. 89-90 cum 
assumptus — vobis eum: John 16:7, thus cited by BERNARD OF CLAIRVAUX and others. 
91 patrem - dabit uobis: John 14:16. 92 vos estis — temptacionibus meis: Luke 
22:28. 
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Dicit enim Hugo De archa Noe, libro 4, capitulo 16: “Vocat nos Deus 
ad terram suam, ad patriam suam, quia non decet talis amor patriam 
istam, imminucio amoris est vilitas regionis. Iocundus amor amenum 
querit locum." Et quia spiritus Domini ferebatur supra vbi summa est 
leticia et fons tocius gaudii, ideo rogo quod ibi sit libertas vbi est 
spiritus Domini. Ecclesiastes 3: Quis nouit si spiritus filiorum Adam 
ascendat sursum? Ysaie 30: Spiritus Domini velud torrens inundans 
vsque ad medium colli. Quidam in hoc flumine Spiritus Sancti introdu- 
cuntur vsque ad talos, quidam vsque ad genua, quidam vsque ad renes, 
quidam vsque ad collum. In talis est corporis supportacio; in genibus 
deambulacio; in renibus viget concupiscencia; a collo procedunt oris elo- 
quia. Illi introducuntur in flumine Spiritus Sancti vsque ad talos qui 
fortes |f. 124v] sunt ad supportandum aduersa. Psalmista: Spiritu oris 
eius omnis virtus eorum. llli vsque ad genua qui sunt magni ad aggre- 
diendum opera virtuosa; Ezechielis 1: Vbi erat impetus spiritus, illuc 
gradiebantur. Illi vsque ad renes in quibus extinguntur omnia carnalia 
desideria. Illi vsque ad collum qui habent semper in ore vtilia; Mathei 
13: Non vos estis qui loquimini sed spiritus Patris vestri qui loquitur in 
vobis. 
Vt igitur in vobis sit hec spiritus quaternitas, rogo quod vbi est 
spiritus Domini, ibisit — 

vestra libertas: 

simplicitas vitalis, spiritus, 

actoritas regalis, Domini, 

prosperitas absque malis, est ibi vbi est spiritus Domini. 


Videte — 

amorem datum, spiritus; 

datorem gratum, Domini; 

vigorem latum, in libertate; 

dulcoremque peroptatum, ibi vbi est spiritus Domini. 
Corporis patet doctor per spiritum, 
dux quem semper sequor est Dominus; 


95 dicit] dum ms. 97 amoris] aoris ms. 102 Spiritus Sancti] sponso ms. 108 
magni] magna ms. 111 vtilia] vertilia ms. 115 ibi] illi ms. 122 Domini] add: 
corporis patet doctor per spiritum, canceled; dicitur dominus quasi dans munus (see 
below) ms. 124 ibi] illi ms. 126 quem] quam ms. 


95-98 vocat — locum: HUGO DE SANCTO VICTORE, De archa Noe, |. 4, c. 4, ed. 
P. SICARD (CCCM, 167), Turnhout 2001, p. 96, 1. 51. 98 spiritus — supra: Gen 1:2. 
100-101 quis nouit — sursum: Eccles. 3:21. 101-102 spiritus — colli: Isa. 30:28. 
107-108 spiritu — eorum: Ps. 32:6. 109-110 vbi erat — gradiebantur: Ezek. 1:12. 
112-113 non vos estis — vobis: Matt. 10:20. 
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regitur mens atque cor per libertatem; 
finis pro quo precor est esse ibi vbi est spiritus Domini. 


2 Secundo, bachelarii successuri profunditatem doctrinalem, que 
est possessio Domini, ostendunt — 
a nominis exposicio, 
stature proporcio, 
È operis exibicio. 
a Dicit enim Egidius De regimine principum libro 3, parte 2, capit- 


ulo 5, quod dignitas dominii magis debet transferri ad masculos quam 
ad feminas, quia masculus est racione prestancior, corde animosior, ac 
passionum minus insecutor, et vigens mentis industria, et regitatiua pru- 
dencia naturaliter dominatur. Sed Thomas, quasi totus mas, predictis 
condicionibus insignitus ex profunditate doctrine dingnus est imperio. 
Thomas interpretatur “abissus,” que profunditas est aquarum inpene- 
trabilis, a qua fontes procedunt et flumina. Sic Thomas erit fons sapien- 
cie, iuxta illud Psalmi: Judicia tua abissus multa. Interpretatur eciam 
Thomas “geminus.” “Singnum geminorum,” secundum magistrum De 
proprietatibus rerum libro 8, “est signum masculinum, cui coniunctus 
Mercurius si fuerit fortunatus habilem facit ad sentenciam atque facun- 
diam. Est enim domus connacionis et propinquitas consilii religionis et 
epularum et sompniorum.” Sic Thomas sub dominio procreatus Mercurii 
haberet et habet geminam scienciam, speculatiuam scilicet et practicam, 
humanam et diuinam. Qua re ipsius anima potest dicere corde suaui: 
Girum celi circuiui sola et profundum abissi penetraui. Dicitur enim 
abissus ab a, quod est “sine,” et bissus, quod est genus lini candidissimi, 
quasi “sine candore.” Et quia clericus inscius communiter dicitur cleri- 
cus albus et candidus, ideo per oppositum, vt successor meus reputetur 
habilis respectu mei officii, poteritis videre qualiter tenebre erant super 
faciem abissi, et sic in studium promoueatur quod a malis nos reuocat 
sacratissime theologie abissus abissum, scilicet Thomam, inuocat. 


155 in] ims. 156 sacratissime] sacratessime ms. theologie] the’die ms. 


135-138 quod dignitas — dominatur: AEGIDIUS ROMANUS, De regimine principum, 
1. 3, p. 2, c. 5, ed. Augsburg 1473, n.p. 138 quasi totus mas: Thus also in RICHARD 
FITZRALPH, Sermon 70, in Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS Bodley 144, f. 136r; and in 
Cambridge, University Library, MS Kk.4.24, f. 161rb. 140 Thomas - abissus: This 
and the following are standard medieval “etymologies.” Cf. JACOBUS DE VORAGINE, 
Legenda aurea, c, 5, ed. TH. GRAESSE, (Leipzig 1843; facsimile reprint Osnabrück 
1969), p. 32. 142 iudicia — multa: Ps. 35:7. 144-147 est signum — sompniorum: 
Cf. BARTHOLOMAEUS ANGLICUS, De proprietatibus rerum, 1. 8, c. 12, Nuremberg 
1492. 150 girum - penetraui: Eccles. 24:8. 154-155 tenebre — abissi: Gen. 1:2. 
156 abissus — inuocat: Ps. 41:8. 


Introductory Speeches 


Aliqua dicerem specialia facta de successore meo specialibus amicis 
sed dimitto, quia nom erat cum eis Thomas quando venit lesus, idest 
“salus mea," quia ex cessacione mea recipiet vigorem. Dicitur eciam 
Thomas a thomos, quod est “diuisio,” quia me diuidet vt merui a la- 
bore multiplici. Dicitur eciam Thomas quasi totus means, vt fungatur 
honore consimili. Dicit enim Tullius libro 3 De officiis si duo sapientes 
essent super vnam tabulam in mari que non posset deferre vtrumque 
simul, minus sapiens deberet cedere sapienciori, eo quod vtilior esset rei 
puplice. Et quia ponunt perspectiui quod oculi profundi distancius et 
clarius vident quam oculi prominentes, eo quod maiorem habent for- 
titudinem ex maiori propinquitate ad neruum communem in quo est 
virtus visiua sicut in suo fonte, magis eciam elongantur a lesione et in 
vnum magis congregatur virtus visiua illorum. In cuius signum existens 
in puteo profundo poterit videre stellas de die quas non videret si in 
plana superficie superius existeret. Cum ergo intellectiuus oculus mei 
successoris sit positus in abisso, sequitur quod ex claritate visuali dignus 
erit fungi lectoris officio. Et quia secundum beatum Gregorium primo 
Dialogorum “mens que diuino spiritu impletur habet euidencia |f. 125] 
signa, veritatem scilicet et humilitatem, que si in mente perfecte conu- 
enirent, liquet quod de presencia Sancti Spiritus testimonium ferunt.” 
Et ideo cum in ipso sit humilitatis abissus et veritatis, sequitur quod 
vbi est spiritus Domini, ibi est libertas. 


[b] Hoc eciam testatur stature proporcio, que circularis est figure, 
que tam perfecta videtur esse quod ille cuius sapiencia girat celum circu- 
laris figure celum ipsum constituit, vt conueniencius circularem motum 
perageret et causaret. Sic sol et luna et stelle singule spherice girant 
celum et in circuitu glorie sue lustrant vniuersa, et tandem in suo cir- 
cuitu reuertuntur. Sic radius ab eis exiens circularem figuram sibi ven- 
dicat, et si ab eo impediatur, ad rotunditatem redire nititur et conatur. 
Ita et de viuo exeunte \de/ vale, eo quod partes circuli minus distant. 
Ideoque vt maiorem retineant virtutem, omnia quantum possunt circulo 
se conformant. Homini eciam primitus instituto hec circularis figura est 
racionaliter assignata, vt ad ymaginem et similitudinem Dei factus om- 


157 successore] succore ms. 159 quia] que ms. 165 oculi] solli ms. 175-176 
conuenirent| conueniunt ms. 182 spherice] sperice ms. 


158 non erat — lesus: John 20:24. 162-165 si duo — puplice: MARCUS TULLIUS 
CICERO, De officiis, l. 3, c. 23, par. 90, ed. W. MILLER (Loeb Classical Library, 
30), Cambridge, MA, 1913, p. 364. 165-169 oculi - illorum: Cf. BARTHOLOMAEUS 
ANGLICUS, De proprietatibus rerum, l. 5, c. 6, ed. Nurembert 1492. 174-176 
mens — ferunt: GREGORIUS MAGNus, Dialogorum libri IV, 1. 1, c. 1, ed. A. DE 
VOGÜÉ (Sources chrétiennes, 260), Paris 1978, vol. 1, 1. 53. 
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190 nium creaturarum dominus et prelatus ad Creatorem suum per licitum 
vsum creaturarum rediret virtualiter perfectus et feliciter consumma- 
tus, vt idem esset Alpha et O, principium et finis. Videtur eciam corpus 
sphericum inter alias figuras amplioris esse comprehencionis, comple- 
cioris perfeccionis, amplioris connexionis, et conformioris coniunccio- 

195 nis. Sic successor meus, sphericus in figura, amplissime comprehen- 
dit immensitatem diuinalium attributorum quoad primum librum; com- 
pletissime est perfeccionis vniuersitatem meciens omnium creaturarum 
quoad secundum; aptissime conneccionis sciens distanciam naturarum 
vnitarum quoad tercium. Sed quarto est conformissime coniunccionis 

200 infusionem retinens sphericalium graciarum quoad quartum. Sed quia 
secundum Philosophum in libro Problematum, parte 16, problemate 11, 
omne corpus circulare proiectum super planum primo facit cursum rec- 
tum, sed cum tendit ad finem motus et quietem, tunc mouetur circular- 
iter, ideo quia in circuitu pergit spiritus, sic perficiet cursum sui exercicii, 

205 vt ibi sit libertas sua vbi est spiritus Domini. 


[c] Tercio hoc idem ostendit operis exhibicio. Tribus enim princi- 
paliter promouetur studium et doctrina, que sunt: 

[i] humilitas, 

[ii] paupertas, 

210 [iii] et terra aliena, 
sicut ponit Hugo Didascolicon libro 3, capitulo 12: “Sapiens,” inquit, 
“quidam cum et de modo et de forma discendi interrogaretur, ’Mens,’ 
inquit, ‘humilis, studium querendi, vita quieta, scrutinium tacitum, pau- 
pertas, terra aliena, hec reserare solent multa obscura legendi”” 

215 li] | Successor autem meus in signum humilitatis multimodis vtitur 
pulueribus in cibis et potibus, vt reducat ad memoriam illud Genesis 3: 
Memento, homo, quia puluis es et in puluerem reuerteris. Scribitur 3 
Regum, capitulo 19, qualiter coram Helya, qui interpretatur *robustus 
dominator” uel “Dei dominacio," stante in monte coram Domino, primo 


H 


191-192 consummatus] consumpmatus or consumpniatus ms. 193 sphericum] 
spericum ms. 195 sphericus] spericus ms. 200 infusionem] infisionem ms.  spher- 
icalium] spericalium ms. 207 promouetur] promouentur is possible, ms. 212 dis- 
cendi] dicendi ms. 214 multa] multis source. 


192 alpha - finis: Rev. 22:13. 203-204 tendit — circulariter: ARISTOTELES, Prob- 
lemata, 1. 16, c. 11, ed. R. MAYHEW (Loeb Classical Library, 360), Cambridge 2011, 
pp. 496-499. 212-214 quidam - legendi: HUGO DE SANCTO VICTORE, Didascal- 
icon de studio legendi, 3.12, ed. CH.H. BUTTIMER, Washington, DC 1939, p. 61. 
217 quia — reuerteris: Gen. 3:19. 218-219 robustus dominator: Cf. THOMAS 
DE AQUINO (PSEUDO-), Super Apocalypsim expositio II ("Vox Domini, ”), c. 11, (ed. 
Parmenensis, XXIII), Parma 1869, p. 611, col. 2, 1. 32. 219 Dei dominacio: Cf. 
THOMAS DE AQUINO (PSEUDO-), Sermo “Sic amplificatus est," ed. L.J. BATAILLON, 
ed. Leonina, XLIV.1, Rome 2014, p. 175, l. 11. 
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transiuit spiritus grandis et fortis, idest ventus subuertens montes et 
conterens petras; sed non in spiritu Dominus. Post commocio, idest 
terremotus; sed non in commocione Dominus. Post commocionem ig- 
nis, sed non in igne Dominus. Sed post ignem sibilus aure tenuis, et 
ibi Dominus. Sic Thomas, qui vt Helyas est “robustus dominator” pas- 
sionum, si de aliquibus iniuriis fuerit indignatus, non emittit spiritum 
superbie per verba presumptuosa, nec commouet societatem per verba 
clamorosa, non accendit nec recipit ignem iracundie, quia in nullo isto- 
rum est Dominus. Sed solum ex humilitate sibilare non lytigare solet, 
quia sibilum emittit aure tenuissime, et ibi Dominus. Et sic ibi est lib- 
ertas sui arbitrii vbi est non spiritus superbie set spiritus Domini. 

lii] Habet secundo artissimam paupertatem. Dicitur pauper non 
quia ^parum potens" impotenciis, quia est quadratus et compactus; nec 
quia parum parat pro deliciis, set quia parum possidet in diuiciis, sicut 
ostendit suum nomen, cuius prima sillaba est tom denotans |f. 125v] 
vacuitatem, et secunda sillaba dicitur as, quod idem est quod obolus. 
Firmiter enim credo quod diescit in bursa sui famuli, quia vacua clarens 
obolo. Quare si fiat questio de auro uel argento, sana consciencia potest 
dicere Aurum et argentum non est michi, quia quod ego habeo, hoc liben- 
ter confero. Abissus enim dicit: Non est mecum, Iob 24. Et quia locus 
sit vacuus inferior, corpus superius existens descendit ad replendum. 
Cum igitur affeccio siue libertas successoris mei sit vacua carens affec- 
cione terrenorum, sequitur quod ad ipsum descendet bonitas Spiritus 
Sancti cum suo dono septemplici. Et sic ipsius erit libertas vbi est 
spiritus Domini. 

[iii] ^ Et vt hoc fiat veraciter, egressus est de terra et connacione pro- 
pria ad terram alienam; Iohannis 16: Nisi ego abiero, paraclitus non ve- 
niet ad vos. Si autem abiero, mittam eum ad vos. Super quo textu queri 
potest: Ex quo Spiritus Sanctus a Filio separari non valet nec impotens 
erat Christo presente, quare presencia lesu Christi non compaciebatur 
secum presencia Spiritus Sancti? Sentencia Glosse interlinearis, et est 
Augustinus, respondet quia quid propter mirabilia a Christo perpetrata, 
quid propter beneficia communicata, quid propter conuersacionis affa- 
bilitatem, quid propter corporalem formositatem, habuerunt appostoli 


223 sibilus] sibulus ms. 226 verba] vera ms. presumptuosa] presuptuosa ms. 
229 sibilum] sibulum ms. 233 diuiciis] diciis ms. 235 as] al ms. 237 ques- 
tio] qo ms. 248 septemplici] semptemlici ms. 246 abiero] aluero ms. 249 
presencia] add comparatur ms. 250 Glosse] gloria ms. 


223-224 post — Dominus: 1 Kings 19: 9-12. 232 parum potens: Cf. JOANNES 
BALBUS, Catholicon, s.v.; ed. Mainz 1460, repr. Westmead, Farnborough, Hants., 
n.p. 238-239 aurum - confero: Acts 3:6. 239 Non est mecum: Cf. Job 28:14. 
246-247 nisi — ad vos: Cf. John 16:7. 
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quandam affeccionem connaturalem ad Christi humanitatem. Quam 
quidem affeccionem Christus reprobauit in Petro qui Christo predicenti 
passionem suam ex huius affeccione dixit: Absit a te, Domine, ne fiat tibi 
hoc. Respondit Christus: Vade post me, Sathana, non sapis ea que Dei 
sunt set que sunt hominis. Quod considerans Thomas dubitans, idest de 
impedimento aduentus Sancti Spiritus dubius ne carnalis affeccio par- 
entum et amicorum ipsum impediret a profectu studii, recessit de parti- 
bus Scocie ad vniuersitatem istam transeundo per maximam distanciam. 
Quia sicut distant celi a terra, sic vie sue a viis vestris et cogitaciones sue 
a cogitacionibus vestris. Transit eciam per Chiuiot, portam infernalem, 
qui locus est horribilis et vaste solitudinis, vt sic per laborem adquiritur 
sciencie splendorem, iuxta illud Sapientis: Qui addit scienciam, addit et 
dolorem. Cum eciam ventus borealis sit aeris purgatiuus et serenitatis 
inductiuus, secundum magistrum De proprietatibus rerum, libro X, ideo 
non dubito quin requiescet super eum spiritus Domini, spiritus sapiencie 
et intellectus, spiritus consilii et fortitudinis, spiritus sciencie et pietatis. 
Et ne superbia destruat omnia, replebit eum spiritus timoris Domini. 

Et sic accipietis virtutem Spiritus Sancti in vos et eritis michi testes 
ipsius preconii, quia ipsius sciencia in necessariis non deerit. Set quilibet 
ipsius auditor audiens sapiens sapiencior erit. 

Et ideo volens vobis profectum in studio post culpe recognicionem et 
graciarum accionem, spondeo substitucionem persone non leuis quamuis 
breuis, non inscium sed prudencie Spiritu Sancto plenum. Et ideo opto 
ex instinctu amoris precipui, vt super eum: 

sit vestra affeccio et libertas vbi est spiritus Domini; 
letificat concordes spiritus; 
fortificat vecordes Dominus, qui *dat manus"; 
non permittit set abdicat mentis sordes libertas. 
Replet corda plura spiritus; 
regit regni iura Dominus; 
non nocet pressura libertas; 
gaudet mens mansura ibi vbi est spiritus Domini. 
Naturam cerno simplicem spiritus; 


258 dubitans] didimus ms. 275 graciarum] gram ms. 


257-258 vade - hominis: Matt. 16:22-23. 263 Chiuiot: Apparently the Cheviot 
Hills, on the border between Scotland and England. 265-266 qui addit — dolorem: 
Eccles. 1:18. 267 secundum - libro X: BARTHOLOMAEUS ANGLICUS, De proprieta- 
tibus rerum, l. 11, c. 2, ed. Nuremberg 1492. 268-269 requiescet — pietatis: Isa. 
11:2. 270 replebit — domini: Isa. 11:3. 271 accipietis — testes: Acts. 1.8. 280 
dat manus: “Dat manus,” another etymology of dominus; though perhaps a scribal 
error for the more usual etymology “dat munus.” 
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me facit sibi supplicem Dominus; 
potest in actum duplicem libertas; 
trahit vt me amplicem locus ibi, vbi est spiritus Domini. 


[3] Tercio dixi et vltimo quod me mouet vacacionis iam instantis 
oportunitas criminalis consurgens ex libertate arbitrii, vt ibi sit liber- 
tas vestra vbi est spiritus Dei. Dicit enim Tullius in libro De officiis 
quod libertas nisi *potestas viuendi vt velis? Sed iam in statu non 
ocupacionis virtuose sed vacacionis ociose, quia secundum grammati- 
cos vacacio a vacuo dicitur, quia qui vni vacat, idest opera dat [sic], 
interdum nichil agit; vacans quieti dicitur illud quod vacat ab aliis ocu- 
pacionibus insistens quieti et ocio. Iam enim regnat Vacuna, que dea 
est vacacionis secundum poetas. Cum igitur ocium generet egestatem 
(Prouerbiorum 28: Qui sectatur ocium replebitur egestate), introducat 
fatuitatem (Prouerbiorum 12: Qui sectatur ocium |f. 126] stultissimus 
est), stultus est cuius corpus vacat deliciis; stulticior cuius mens non 
insistit scienciis; sed ille qui nec mente nec corpore se exercet bonis ocu- 
pacionibus sic declinari potest a pueris in scolis grammaticalibus quod 
qui sectatur ocium stultus stulcior stultissimus est. Tercio ocium omni 
bono vacuum inducit peruersitatem; Ecclesiastes 23: Multa mala docuit 
ociositas. Et ideo quia spiritus quando promptus est ad salubria exerci- 
cia et caro semper infirma, ideo non intendatis sanguini et carni, sed ibi 
sit libertas vbi est spiritus Domini. Dicit enim Seneca Epistula 86 
ad Lucillum: “Ocium sine litteris mors est et viui hominis sepultura." Se- 
cundum eciam beatum Bernardum libro 2 De consideracione: “Ociositas 
mater est iurgiorum et nouerca virtutum. Et ideo dicit versificator: 
Dampna fleo rerum, sed plus fleo dampna dierum. 
Rex poterat rebus succurrere, nemo diebus. 

Cum igitur ex regula iuris vbi magis imminet periculum, ibi caucius 
sit agendum, non sit uestra affeccio affixa terrenis quiescentibus sed 
292 Dicit] Vidit ms. 293 in statu] instactus ms. 296 vacat] vacuus ms. 301 


cuius] eius ms. 304 stulcior] stulcio ms.; perhaps stulto stulcior was intended. 306 
ociositas] osiositas ms. 30'7 sed] sibi ms. 314 imminet] iminet ms. 


293 potestas — velis: MARCUS TULLIUS CICERO, Paradoxa Stoicorum, parad. 5, 
par. 34, ed. H. RACKHAM (Loeb Classial Library, 349, pp. 252-305), Cambridge, 
MA, 1948, pp. 284-285. 299 qui sectatur — egestate: Prov. 28:19. 300-301 qui 
sectatur — stultissimus est: Prov. 12:11. 305-306 multa - ociositas: Eccles. 33:29. 
309 ocium - sepultura: LUCIUS ANNAEUS SENECA, Epistulae morales ad Lucilium, 
Ep 82, par. 4, ed. R.M. GUMMERE (Loeb Classical Library, 76), Cambridge, MA, 
1920, p. 242. 310-311 ociositas — virtutum: BERNARDUS CLARAEVALLENSIS, De 
consideratione, l. 2, c. 22: “Mater nugarum, noverca virtutum," ed. J. LECLERQ, 
H.M. Rocnuais (Sancti Bernardi opera, 3), Rome 1957-1977, vol. 3, p. 429. 313 
rex — diebus: H. WALTHER, Proverbia sententiaeque latinitatis medii aevi, no. 4893, 
Gottingen 1963-1986, vol. 1, p. 595; very widely used. 
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instar corporum celestium que mouentur spiritu angelico ibi sit vestra 
libertas vbi est spiritus Domini. 

Querit enim Philosophus in libro Problematum particula 10, prob- 
lemate 7: Quare non possumus mouere oculos nostros ad differencias 
oppositas simul sicud possumus mouere ipsos ad vnam differenciam? 
Possumus enim vtrumque simul eleuare et deprimere, sed non possumus 
vnum eleuare et alterum deprimere. Et respondet quia ista que sunt ex 
vno principio eundum motum habent. lam motus oculorum quamuis 
fiat a duobis neruis, tamen ibi nerui concurrunt in vna seccione cruciata 
in anteriori parte cerebri, facta ita quod principium est vnum et sit mo- 
tus vnus. Sed hoc intelligendum est de bene dispositis et non de luscis. 
Moraliter: Racio et libertas sunt duo oculi anime. Sed motus racionis 
motus est circularis, a Deo incipiens et ad Deum tendens, cum Deus sit 
Alpha et O, principium et finis. Ideo ne videatur nature deformitas, vbi 
est spiritus Domini, ibi sit libertas. Querit Philosophus in libro pre- 
allegato, particula 2, problemate 9: Quare premia promittuntur et con- 
feruntur in victoriis corporalibus et non spiritualibus, idest in disputa- 
cionibus philosophorum? Et respondet dupliciter. Primo, quia in vic- 
toriis corporalibus sumus certi quis velud victor meliorem partem tenet; 
in sapientibus autem disputacionibus huius certitudinem non habemus, 
cum diuerse sunt opiniones pro vtraque parte. Alia causa assignatur ab 
eodem et melior: quia premium quod datur in agone corporali non est 
sufficiens pro actibus qui concernunt sapienciam, teste scriptura: Omnia 
que desiderantur huic non valent comparari, et premium debet excedere 
meritum. Ideo sapientibus premium temporale non promittitur sed eter- 
num. Et ideo, quamuis spiritus hominis, qualis est spiritus meus, falsas 
aliquociens tenuit opiniones, improbabiles sustinuit questiones, fallaces 
fecit raciones, et inutiles dedit responsiones, spiritus tamen Domini non 
potest fallere nec falli. Ideo sub optentu infiniti premii ibi sit libertas 
vbi est spiritus Domini. 

Dicit enim Seneca Epistula 49: “Talis est sapientis animus qualis 
mundus super lunam; semper illic serenum est. Habes ergo quare velis 
esse sapiens, quia nunquam sine gaudio est. Hoc gaudium non nasci- 


316 mouentur spiritu angelico] mouent spiritus angelio ms. 327 sunt] sum ms. 
331 particula] parti ms. 346 Talis] talibus ms. 


319-326 quare-luscis: ARISTOTELES, Problemata, 1. 31, c. 7, ed. W.S. HETT (Loeb 
Classical Library, 317), Cambridge, MA 1970, pp. 320-321. 329 alpha - finis: Rev. 
22:13. 331-338 quare - sapienciam: Cf. ARISTOTELES, Problemata, 1. 30, c. 11, ed. 
HETT, pp. 304-307. 338-339 omnia — comparari: Prov. 3:15. 346-349 talis — 
consciencia: LUCIUS ANNAEUS SENECA, Epistulae, Ep 59, c. 16, ed. R.M. GUMMERE 
(Loeb Classical Library, 75), Cambridge, MA 1917, p. 420. 
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tur nisi ex virtutum consciencia Item Sixtus Pictagoras proposicione 
404: immensa “philosophi libertas non sit in nomine" et fama “sed in 
anima.” Sed secundum beatum Gregorium 18 Morum super illud Iob 
Aut poterit in Omnipotente delectari?: “Esse quidem sine delectacione 
animus nunquam potest; aut in infimis delectatur aut in summis? Et 
sequitur: *Quanto acriore cura ardescit ad infima, tanto tempore damp- 
nabili frigescit a summis" Quia igitur secundum beatum Augustinum 
De ciuitate Dei, libro 8, capitulo 4, et recitat opinionem Plationis: “Sa- 
piens est qui ita Deo mente coniunctus est" coniutor [sic] et amator “vt 
nichil interponitur quod separet." Et quia secundum Apostolum Qui ad- 
heret Deo, vnus spiritus est cum eo, ideo vt vigeat vestra intellectualis 
humilitas, vbi est spiritus Domini, ibi sit vestra libertas. Dicit 
enim Augustinus De Trinitate, libro 4, capitulo 3: “Quid est amor,” qui 
actus est libertatis Spiritui Sancto appropriatus, “nisi quedam vita duo 
copulans vel copulare appetens, amantem scilicet cum amato?" Hoc 
vinculum est fortissimum, quia cum sit vnio accidentis cum subiecto, 
forme cum materia, anime racionalis cum carne propria, et intellectus 
cum re intellecta, et rei amate cum amante, fortissima vnio [f. 126v] 
est vltima. Quod sic patet quia penultima est maior precedentibus, vt 
vult Philosophus, sed vltima est maxima, quia presupponit penultimam 
vnionem in seipsa, cum nichil sit amatum nisi cognitum. Quare sequitur 
quod fortis vt mors dileccio. Sed secundum beatum Gregorium Super 
Euangelia, omelia 25 super istud Iohannis María stabat ad monumen- 
tum foris plorans: “Amanti semel aspexisse non sufficit, quia vis amoris 
intencionem multiplicat inquisiciones.” 

Ne igitur per vacacionem vacua sit vestre sciencie capacitas et sic 

refrigescat caritas, vbi spiritus Domini, ibi sit libertas. 

Pectoralis flatus et nobis inspiratus per spiritum; 

summus potentatus largus est aut gratus per Dominum qui dat; 

minus vigor tibi datus in nullo est artatus cum iste sit libertas; 


353 in] om ms. 354 acriore] acrior ms. 355 frigescit] purgescit ms. 362 
quedam] quidam ms. 363 copulans] coplans ms. copulare] coplare ms. 372 
Amanti| amati ms. 374 capacitas] capasitas ms. 


350-351 philosophi — anima: SEXTUS, Sentences, n. 392, ed. H. CHADWICK, Cam- 
bridge 1959, p. 57. 352 aut poterit — delectari: Job 27:10. 354-355 quanto - sum- 
mis: GREGORIUS MAGNUS, Moralia in Iob, l. 18, par. 9, ed. M. ADRIAEN (CCSL, 
143A), Turnhout 1979, par. 9, 1. 3. 356-358 sapiens — separet: AUGUSTINUS, De 
utilitate credendi, 1. 15, c. 33, ed. J. ZYCHA (CSEL, 25), Vienna 1891, p. 41. 358- 
359 qui adheret — cum eo: 1 Cor. 6:17. 362-363 nisi - amato: Cf. AUGUSTINE, 
De Trinitate 1. 8, c. 10, ed. M.J. MOUNTAIN, F. GLORIE (CCSL, 50), Turnhout 
1968, 1. 4. 370 fortis — dileccio: Cant. 8:6. 371-372 Maria - plorans: John 20:10. 
372-373 amanti — inquisiciones: GREGORIU S MAGNUS, Homiliae in Euangelia, |. 2, 
hom. 25, c. 2, ed. R. ETAIX (CCSL, 141), Turnhout 1999, p. 205, 1. 27. 
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locus pulcher et latus in alto situatus est ibi vbi est spiritus 
Domini. 
Pro primo et secundo Sapiencie 12: O quam bonus et suauis est spiritus 
tuus, Domine. Sed quia domina theologia non serua sed libera est, Ad 
Galatas 4, ideo si queratur illud Iob 28: Sapiencia vbi inuenitur et quis 
est locus intelligencie? respondet pro se ipsa: Ego, inquit, in altissimis 
habito, Ecclesiastici 24, vt istam ibi querit libertas arbitrii vbi est 
spiritus Domini. 
Subtilis intellectus nobis est detectus per spiritum; 
honoris respectus cui sum subiectus est ad Dominum; 
mentalis affectus est rectus non deiectus, cum sit libertas; 
locus est perfectus quo Deus est dilectus, ibi vbi est spiritus 
Domini. 
Ecce: quid facit cor deuotum, spiritus, 
magnificat promotum, Dominus, 
regit corpus totum, libertas, 
omne malum est amotum ibi vbi est spiritus Domini. 
Ecce quid illabitur mentibus humanis, spiritus; 
ecce quid proficitur omnibus mundanis, Dominus; 
ecce quid absoluitur a moribus prophanis, libertas; 
et ideo dulcore letabitur glorie non inanis ibi vbi est spiritus 
Domini. 
Et sic: amoris emanacio, feruoris excitacio, infiniti Dei est spiritus; 
valoris protestacio, honoris proclamacio exibetur ei qui est Domi- 
nus; 
splendoris informacio, laboris approbacio intellectualis rei proce- 
dunt a libertate; 
dulcoris pululacio, auctoris speculacio sine fine nostre spei, ibi vbi 
est spiritus Domini. 
Ibi igitur uestra corda sint fixa vbi vestra sunt gaudia. 
Quod nobis concedat qui cum Patre etc. 


381 suauis] suauus ms. 385 ibi] vbi ms. 


381-382 o quam bonus - domine: Wisd. 12:1. 382-383 domina - Galatas 4: Cf. 
Gal. 4:31 and before. 383-384 sapiencia — intelligencie: Job 28:12. 384-385 
ego — Ecclesiastici 24: Cf. Eccles. 24:7. 
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FitzRalph (1299-1365)!, referred to as Hybernicus (but also called Fi- 
rauf by his student contemporaries such as Adam Wodeham; FizRauf 
by Bishop Grandisson, and in Latin as filius Radulfi) gave his lectura 
on the Sentences of Peter Lombard sometime after August 1328 and 
before October 1329. As tutor (curator) to the bishop's nephew John 
Northwode, FitzRalph went with the latter to Paris in 1329 (the Uni- 
versity's regulations required those who had completed their lectures on 
the Sentences and the Bible to leave Oxford for a year), where both 
of them perhaps attended some lectures.? He presumably returns to 
Oxford in 1330 and his inception as doctor seems to have taken place 


1 


The standard work on FitzRalph’s life remains that of K. WALSH, A Fourteenth- 
Century Scholar and Primate: Richard FitzRalph in Oxford, Avignon and Ar- 
magh, Oxford 1981. A detailed analyze of the contents of the Lectura is to be 
found in G. LEFF, Richard FitzRalph, Commentator on the Sentences. A Study 
in Theological Orthodoxy, Manchester 1963. For more recent discussions see, 
Richard FitzRalph, His Life, Times and Thought, ed. M. DUNNE, S. NOLAN, 
Dublin 2013. 

In a letter in Grandisson's Register (he was Bishop of Exeter 1327-1369), dated 
from his manor at Chudleigh on October 4'^, 1329 (Reg., I, ed. F.C. HINGESTON- 
RANDOLF, London and Exeter 1894, p. 233.), in which he introduces his nephew 
and his nephew’s tutor to an unnamed prelate or doctor of the University of 
Paris (possibly Jacques Fournier, later Benedict XI). The Bishop speaks first of 
his nephew, whom he commends to his friend: “He is going to the studium of 
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in the summer/autumn of 1331. During his time as magister regens he 
revised the reportatio of his lectures on the Sentences into an opus cor- 
rectum (the Quaestio biblica was also incorporated into the text at some 
stage?). The sermon which we have in Oxford, Oriel College MS 15 and 
the two questions from the prologue are perhaps survivors of the earlier 
uncorrected text and may be from his original principium in October 
1328. 

According to the regulations at the time in Oxford, it was the task 
of the bachelor in theology to begin by commenting on the Sentences 
and then on the Bible (at Paris it was the other way around). The 
requirement to lecture on the four books of Lombard had by this stage 
been relaxed and so commentators were free to specialise during the one 
year that was allotted to them.? 


Paris for the first time and we beg you most earnestly, knowing well your great 
kindness, to look after him, for he has neither friends nor experience. Receive 
him as a father would receive an adopted son; guard him with the strong arm 
of your protection during the time of his stay with you; and I beg you also to 
find friends among the masters and scholars of the University whom you are able 
to recommend, and especially among the members of your household". On his 
nephew's tutor, the Bishop writes as follows: *We ask you also to show the same 
fatherly kindness to his tutor (curator), Master Richard FitzRalph, the bearer of 
these letters. He is a man of distinguished scholarship and honest conversation; 
and we commend him all the more willingly since he is a master of arts and 
bachelor of divinity, and is recognised among all the scholars and lecturers of 
the University of Oxford as exceptionally able and sharp of intellect. Experience 
will no doubt teach you and your students the truth of my words". We have no 
means of knowing how long FitzRalph and Northwode spent at Paris, nor what 
lectures they heard there. It is also quite likely that FitzRalph taught there as 
Grandisson's letter makes clear, he expects both the Doctor and his students to 
discover FitzRalph's talents for themselves. He is listed in the Computus edited 
by Courtenay as being resident in the Rue de Sorbonne with his student John 
Northwode. See, W.J. COURTENAY, Parisian Scholars in the Early Fourteenth 
Century: A Social History, Cambridge 1999, p. 15. 

J.F. GENEST, “Contingence et révélation des futurs: La questio biblica de 
Richard FitzRalph” in Lectionum Varietates: Hommage à Paul Vignaux 
(1904-1987), ed. J. JOLIVET, Z. KALUZA, A. DE LIBERA, Paris 1991, 
pp. 199-246. 

This was confirmed in the statutes of 1313 after a dispute between the Chancellor 
and the secular masters on one side and the Dominicans, on the other side 
who wished to follow Parisian practice. See, H.S. GIBSON, ed., Statuta antiqua 
universitatis Oxoniensis, Oxford 1931, pp. 48-53. 

It now seems clear that the practice at both Paris and Oxford was to lecture 
on Sentences over one year, see W. DUBA and C. SCHABEL, "Remigio, Auriol, 
Scotus and the Myth of the Two-Year Sentences Lecture at Paris," in Recherche 
de Theologie et Philosophie Médiévale 84/1 (2017), pp. 143-179, the difference 


Between Old and New at Oxford 


The Introitus Sententiarum 


Oxford, Oriel College Ms 15 describes the first part of the text of 
FitzRalph’s Lectura as a ‘sermo in opus’; the temptation would be to 
translate this as a ‘sermon’. This translation would also be suggested by 
the fact that, as Walsh points out, this sermo was, in all likelihood given 
in the University Church of St. Mary the Virgin./ FitzRalph at this 
stage was possibly already a priest. In his earliest letter to FitzRalph, 
Bishop Grandisson refers to his invitation to Exeter, apparently with a 
view to his approaching ordination. However, it would be more apt to 
call it an academic speech, albeit a highly formalised one, sharing the 
same structure as that commonly used for what we know refer to as 
sermons. 

The sermo is at its most basic the literary form of a public address 
in the Middle Ages, developing after 1200. It was distinguished from 
the older homily, by the device of taking a theme (thema) and develop- 
ing it in the course of the speech.? It is difficult to find an appropriate 
name for this new, ‘modern’ sermon. Sometimes it is called the ‘univer- 
sity sermon', since this new style originated at the major universities. 
It is also known as the ‘thematic sermon’, since it developed out of a 
phrase, normally of scripture,!° the thema. Siegfried Wenzel prefers the 
term 'scholastic sermon' since, as he says,!! this suggests both the pe- 
riod (post 1200) and the milieu — the university — as well as certain 


in the length of texts which we have being due, presumably, to how much ex- 
tra material the author added when he edited his text, such as in the case of 
FitzRalph. 
8 K. WALSH, A Fourteenth- Century Scholar and Primate, p. 56. 
The religious setting was, however, also used for ‘secular’ activities as well. Lec- 
tures were given quite normally in the Church and it was used for court cases 
and so on. 
This letter (Reg, I, p. 173) must have been written soon after the first encounter 
between Grandisson and FitzRalph since it occurs among the letters of 1328, and 
is addressed to FitzRalph as magistro Ricardo filio Radulfi. Since the letters of 
the following years give him the double title of magister et bachalarius, it must 
be concluded that he was still only a master of arts at the date of this letter. 
It seems that this practice of taking a theme and developing it began in Northern 
Europe in the twelfth century. See L.-J. BATAILLON, *Approaches to the Study 
of Medieval Sermons," in Leeds Studies im English 11 (1980), pp. 19-35 here 
pp. 28-29. 
Though not exclusively so: the style was not restricted to scripture but was also 
used in philosophy, law, graduation ceremonies, etc. 
11 S, WENZEL, Preachers, Poets and the Early English Lyric, Princeton 1986, p. 62. 
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formal structures: “a constant urge ‘to prove’ everything either through 
reference to scripture or to the Fathers". 

'The scholastic sermon was a challenge. As with the disputatio, it re- 
lied upon the rhetorical skill of the speaker to develop a speech from 
a single phrase.!? It was also an assessment of the speaker's education 
and training. It required quite strict adherence to rhetorical conventions 
laid down in the artes praedicandi.'® It was, as Wenzel points out,!^ an 
art form which its audience found both entertaining and aesthetically 
pleasing because of, and not in spite of, its formal structure. It took skill 
to develop a speech out of a single phrase, to put forward a structure to 
be followed (the divisio thematis), to ‘inflate’ the text (the modus ampli- 
ficandi), to find relevant material (inventio) and finally to tie everything 
together at the end (the unitio) and to finish up with a commendatio or 
prayer. 

Although the sermon form originated in a liturgical setting, by the 
thirteenth century, it was no longer confined to such a setting. Whenever 
one spoke formally in public certain conventions were followed, whether 
this was in Church or in the setting of a formal inaugural speech, as 
is the case here. Thus, sermones or speeches were not confined to a 
liturgical setting, or even to the theology faculty.!° Wenzel has edited a 
*sermon' in praise of philosophy, and the same style is used for inaugural 
speeches in the faculties of law and of medicine, for concluding speeches 
(the sermones finales) and for graduation speeches.'® 


12 It should be noted that because the sermons which survive are mainly repor- 


tationes, only the essential has been retained by the reporter. What we have 
is certainly not the text of the sermon as given. For example, a commendatio 
would have usually been said at the end of the protheme, where a prayer was 
recommended or required to be said in order for the audience to settle down 
but this has not been preserved in our case, whereas the final commendatio has 
survived. 

See, S. WENZEL, Medieval Artes Praedicandi: A Synthesis of Scholastic Sermon 
Structure, Toronto 2015. 

WENZEL, Preachers, Poets and the Early English Lyric, p. 62. 

15 See S. WENZEL, ^A Sermon in Praise of Philosophy," in Traditio 50 (1995), 
pp. 249-259; p. 254: “... by the fourteenth century the scholastic sermon form 
had acquired the status of a rhetorical genre that could be used for occasions 
beyond the normal environment for preaching." 

S. WENZEL, *Academic Sermons at Oxford in the early Fifteenth Century," 
in Speculum 70 (1985), pp. 303-329. See also, P. OSMUND LEWRY, “Four 
Graduation Speeches from Oxford Manuscripts (c. 1270-1310)," in Medieval 
Studies 44 (1982), pp. 138-80. 
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Following the suggestion of Wenzel, I have called FitzRalph's inau- 
gural speech, an introitus Sententiarum.!' As it happens, very few ex- 
amples of this kind of inaugural speech at Oxford have survived. Apart 
from several in the thirteenth century, there are (as far as I am aware) 
besides that of FitzRalph, those of Chatton,!? Wodeham, Holcot (to the 
Gospel of Matthew), Hopeman, Osbert of Pickenham!? and Wyclif in 
the fourteenth century, and the five edited by Wenzel from the fifteenth 
century. There is also the academic notebook of John Lawerne, OSB 
from Worcester Priory Oxford from the 1440s which contains material 
for the disputation to be held at inception, a benedictio inceptoris, a 
commendatio inceptoris, introitus to the four books of the Sentences as 
well as introitus to lectures on the Bible?!. 

This was, in fact, one of the points in which the course followed at 
Oxford differed from the Continental tradition as exemplified in that of 
the University of Paris. At Paris the young bachalarius was expected 
to lecture on the Bible before attempting his course of lectures on the 
Sentences. In Oxford, on the other hand, Biblical studies were held 


17 The contemporary use of the term introitus is attested in a number of manu- 


scripts. It was the term favored by WENZEL in *A Sermon in Praise of Phi- 
losophy,” p. 249 and in “Academic Sermons at Oxford in the Early Fifteenth 
Century," p. 307. Such inaugural speeches could also be given on each of the 
four books of Sentences, as was the custom elsewhere, and have often been called 
collationes. Final speeches were also given, the sermo finalis of Holcot edited 
by WEY is evidence of the fact. By the middle of the fourteenth century the 
statutes at the University of Paris required every graduate student in the faculty 
of theology to give a solemn introduction to their commentaries on each book 
of the Sentences (see, Chartularium Universitatis Parisiensis, nos 1188-1189, 
pp. 691-704). Requirements seemed to be less stringent at Oxford though some 
such as Wodeham followed the practice at Paris. 

Walter Chatton's Collatio ad Librum Primum in Reportatio et Lectura super 
Sententias: Collatio ad Librum Primum et Prologus, ed. J.C. WEY (Studies 
and Texts, 90), Toronto 1989, pp. 11-15) and dated by him to 1328-30 would be 
contemporaneous to FitzRalph's sermo and indeed both are similar in structure 
and concerns. Chatton's Prologue is much longer than FitzRalph's, containing 
six questions in comparison with FitzRalph's two. 

19 See M. BRINZEI, “The Questions on the Sentences in Manuscript BH MSS 58 
from the Biblioteca Historica de la Universidad Complutense de Madrid," in 
Pecia Complutense 13/24 (2016), pp. 46-60. 

See WENZEL, ^Academic Sermons at Oxford in the early Fifteenth Century," 
pp. 308-309. It is interesting to note that a century after FitzRalph gave his in- 
augural lecture similar stylistic conventions were being observed in those speeches 
edited by Wenzel. 

S. WENZEL, Latin Sermon Collections from Later Medieval England (Cambridge 
Studies in Medieval Literature, 53), Cambridge 2009, pp. 301—302. 
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in special reverence.?? Moreover, the University of Oxford had always 
insisted, sometimes in the face of considerable opposition from the men- 
dicants who were more attuned to the custom of the University of Paris, 
that the lectures on the Sentences must come before those on the Bible. 
Again, as we shall see below, I contend that it was once more from a nen- 
dicant source, that a Franciscan, Adam Wodeham, was one of the first 
to introduce the Parisian principia fashion to Oxford in his collationes 
to the books of the Sentences. 


Examination of the content of FitzRalph's 
Introitus:;?? 


The only part of FitzRalph's principium (perhaps, as we shall see later) 
is his opening speech in praise of Scripture and of the Sentences of Peter 
Lombard. If there were other speeches or collationes or a sermo finalis, 
these have not survived, it seems. Indeed, as far as we know, very 
few have survived of any English author from the 13" to 15*^ centuries. 
Although one cannot comment upon the factors which may have affected 
such a long time-span, it seems worthy of note that very few of these 
kind of university speeches have survived despite the fact that Adam 
Wodeham points out (in the opening words of his second collatio, see 
below) that it was customary in his day to identify the particular book 
of an author's Lectura by the thema of the collatio since these are, of 
course, the first words of the text. Perhaps this is why the thema of the 
collatio often included a reference to, or a pun on, the author's name, 
combined with a memorable quotation from Scripture. 

Wodeham wrote four collationes, one for each of the four books of 
the Sentences (which was obligatory at Paris). On the other hand, we 
have only the one opening speech from FitzRalph and if he ever wrote 
a collatio for each of the four books of the Sentences, they have not 
survived. Like most of his contemporaries, FitzRalph spent much of 


22 This may be due, in some respect, to Grosseteste and the polemic over the 


introduction to Oxford of the custom from Paris of lecturing on the Sentences 
towards the end of the first half of the thirteenth century. On the beginning 
of the Sentences commentaries in Oxford, see J. McEvoy, Robert Grosseteste, 
(Great Medieval Thinkers), Oxford 2000, ch. 12, *The Arrival of the Sentences," 
pp. 160-171. 

See, M. DUNNE, “A Fourteenth-Century Example of an Introitus Sententiarum 
at Oxford: Richard FitzRalph's Inaugural Speech in praise of the Sentences of 
Peter Lombard," in Medieval Studies 63 (2001), pp. 1-29. 
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his time as a bachelor sententiarius dealing with contemporary debates 
via questions which had only a tenuous link with the distinctions of the 
Sentences. Again, since his time to lecture on the Sentences was limited 
to one academic year and included, as I have mentioned above, his time 
as a bachelor biblicus fulfilling the requirements by means of a single 
question on the revelation of future contingents, perhaps there really 
was little time for some of the formal elements.?^ The general relaxation 
of some of the formal elements at Oxford was perhaps something readily 
availed of by a relatively poor secular student such as FitzRalph in order 
to complete the requirements as bachelor sententiarius and biblicus in 
one year and who did not enjoy the supports offered by religious life 
which allowed others perhaps such as Wodeham or Holcot to embark 
upon longer treatments of the relevant questions. 

FitzRalph's principial sermon opens with the thema taken from Ps. 
45 “The waters of a river give joy to the city of God”. Presumably, this 
was chosen to act as a parallel quotation to the opening quotation of the 
Sentences itself: *I wisdom have poured out rivers ... Ilike a channel of 
a river, and like an aqueduct came out of Paradise" (Sirach 24:40). I have 
thought long and hard about whether there is a pun here or an allusion 
to FitzRalph's name, Fyraf or even Hybernicus, as was the practice of 
some of his contemporaries including Adam Wodeham of course, but 
if this is the case it has eluded me. If there is a hidden allusion to 
another contemporary this would of course have the effect of shifting 
the attribution to someone other than FitzRalph since this sermo and 
the questions of the prologue are only found in one manuscript, Oxford, 
Oriel College, MS 15. 

The themes of Paradise, the Garden of Eden, and the forbidden fruit 
come together in the prothema in a wonderful first section which de- 
scribes the fall of Adam, the miserable condition thereafter of all of 
humanity and draws on the final words of the thema, the City of God. 
Indeed, the first eleven lines of the text contain one reference to Scrip- 
ture but five references to Augustine. While lecturing on the Sentences, 
FitzRalph came to the attention of the one man who changed the course 
of his life by becoming his patron and mentor, John de Grandisson, 
newly consecrated Bishop of Exeter, a man destined to become one of 


?^ See J.-F. GENEST, “Aux origines d'une casuistique: la révélation des futurs con- 


tingents d’après la lecture de Richard FitzRalph sur les Sentences,” in Archives 
d'histoire doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen Age 69 (2002), pp. 239-298; 70 (2003) 
pp. 317-346. 
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the richest men in England.? One thing that will bind FitzRalph to his 
new patron is the central role occupied by St Augustine in the thought 
and writings of both. Again, the reforming zeal of both men is driven 
by their devotion to Scripture; and as one of the greatest preachers of 
his times, FitzRalph displays in his writings and sermons a prodigious 
knowledge and memory of Scripture. What we have in Oxford, Oriel 
College 15 is the earliest of FitzRalph's sermons, to my eyes at least an 
extremely well-finished piece of work as regards its formal and stylistic 
elements, including rhyming schemes common to FitzRalph and also to 
be found in the first collatio of Adam Wodeham. 

'The prothema continues with an exposition of the theme of the two 
cities with its two loves: the heavenly love which consists in a love of God 
to the extent of contempt of self and through which one is predestined to 
reign with God throughout eternity and, on the other hand, there is the 
earthly love which consists of love of self to the extent of a contempt of 
God and which will lead to eternal torment with the devil. The struggle 
between the two cities plays itself out in this life through the course of 
history where the citizens of the earthly kingdom oppress the citizens 
of the heavenly city. In addition to this the citizens of the heavenly 
kingdom also suffer from two hardships or difficulties as a result of the 
sin of our first parents: ignorance in the intellect and stubbornness in 
the affections; and two more from the citizens of the earthly kingdom: 
error of the mind and bodily affliction. Against these four hardships 


25 On the life and career of Grandisson, see K. WALSH, A Fourteenth- Century 


Scholar and Primate, pp. 64—70; M. HAREN, Sin and Society in Fourteenth- 
Century England — A Study of the Memoriale Presbiterorum (Oxford Histori- 
cal Monographs), Oxford 2000, pp. 447-65, chapter: “The Character of Gran- 
disson's Episcopate"; see also, L. OLSON, “Reading Augustine's Confessiones 
in Fourteenth-Century England: John de Grandisson's Fashioning of Text and 
Self," in Traditio 52 (1997), pp. 201-257; pp. 202-203, and p. 219n from which 
the biographical details here are derived. The very Augustinian nature of the 
sources which FitzRalph uses in his introitus Sententiarum and also throughout 
the Sentences commentary displays an Augustinianism which he shared with 
Grandisson. Another influence of Grandisson upon FitzRalph may perhaps be 
traced to one of the introductory articles, found only in the Oriel manuscript, 
which deals with the nature of the active life over the contemplative, and es- 
pecially with the role of a good pastors and bishops. This second question is 
entitled: Utrum theologia sit scientia speculativa vel practica and the second ar- 
ticle Utrum vita contemplativa sit nobilior quam activa. The conclusion is that 
the mixed life of action and contemplation which is that of good pastors and 
prelates in the most meritorious kind of life in statu viatoris and is superior to 
the religious life. 
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God comes to help and fortify the citizens of the heavenly city with 
Sacred Scripture and with the four volumes of the Sentences of Peter 
Lombard — and these are the waters which give joy to the City of God. 

The divisio of the thema into four parts does so both as showing how 
Scripture relieves us of the four hardships mentioned above and as a 
four-lined rhyming commendatio of Scripture itself: 


e Firstly, the power of the authority of Scripture strengthens the 
intellect as imparted through the power of its waters; 

e Secondly, there is the usefulness of Scripture in cleaning the gaze 
of the mind (aspectus), as clearly indicated by the word river 

e Thirdly, the variety of the meanings of Scripture brighten the af- 
fections, something which is fully declared by the meaning of the 
verb to bring joy 

e Fourthly, the sublime nature of the goal or end of Scripture strength- 
ens our imperfect faith as it directs us to the City of God. 


First main part (Prima pars principalis): 
Scripture is commended as strengthening the intellect: 


. that Scripture which excels all the writings of all the nations by 
its divine authority, and has brought under its influence all kinds 
of minds; and this not by a casual intellectual movement, but 
obviously by an express providential arrangement (De civ. Dei, 
X, 1). 


Thus, Scripture is greater than anything which human invention or en- 
deavor is capable of. It is like a tower of David (Cant. 4:4) and Peter 
Lombard in his Prologue states that he has striven to protect David’s 
tower against the errors of carnal and brutish men. Thus, for FitzRalph, 
Peter Lombard has put on justice as a breastplate and true judgement 
as a helmet (Wis. 5:19) and like a second David against Goliath defeats 
the spiritual enemies of the City of God. 

Throughout all four principal parts of his sermon, FitzRalph also lists 
the heresies that Lombard defeats. For example, here in the first prin- 
cipal part we find Peter Lombard battling against: 


the Cerdonians who posited two gods, the Nepotians who 
denied the Trinity of persons, the Eunomians who asserted that 
the Father is completely different from the Son ... etc., ... and 
finally against the philosophers who wished to remove forektiowi- 
edge, predestination and providence from God. 
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The direct source of these heresies is the De haeresibus of Augustine 
but the philosophers are FitzRalph's addition. This is interesting since 
divine foreknowledge, providence and the question of predestination are 
issues focused on by FitzRalph both in the Lectura and in his Quaestio 
Biblica and were, of course, the concern of many of his contemporaries 
such as Bradwardine. 

FitzRalph concludes this first part by saying that the Lombard frees 
the minds of the citizens of the Heavenly City from the ignorance which 
is due to the sin of our first parents, thereby helping us against the first 
hardship mentioned in the prothema. 

As S. Wenzel points out,?° in another Oxford inaugural sermon from 
later on in the fourteenth century and preserved in MS Worcester Cathe- 
dral F10, we see that allusions similar to the ones FitzRalph employs 
continue: 


Peter Lombard is compared to a fountain for his water, from which 
flowed four streams, that is the four books of his Sentences. (W- 
26) 


Our unknown author refers to him as *an excellent professor of the Bible, 
a watchman of David's tower". 

Who, however, are the spiritual enemies of the City of God? In the 
same sermon W-26 in the Worcester Cathedral manuscript, the author 
states that Peter Lombard in his four books overcomes different heresies: 


In defense of the Christian faith and of the City of Holy Scripture, 
he built the four rings on which the ark of the Christian faith is 
borne, that is, the four books of the Sentences, as if they were four 
towers erected with strong foursquare blocks of the four major doc- 
tors of the Church laid upon the cornerstone that is Christ. In the 
first book he produces deadly darts against the Arians, Sabellines, 
Macedonians, Emmians and Maximians. In the second book he 
bends his bow to hurt the Pelagians, Manichees, Marcionites, and 
Peripatetics. In the third book he wounds and poisons the Valen- 
tians, Jovinians and Nestorians. And in the fourth book he over- 
turns and kills the Donatists, Capatratians and Herians.?" 


As Wenzel comments, defense of scriptural truth against heretics and 
other attackers is in all four sermons contained in Worcester Cathedral 
F10 as Lombard's main achievement and purpose. 


26 
27 


WENZEL, “Academic Sermons at Oxford,” pp. 305-309. 
WENZEL, “Academic Sermons at Oxford,” p. 319. 
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The Second Principal Part commends Scripture for its usefulness in 
cleaning or purging the gaze of the mind. As divinely inspired, Scripture 
is like a river out of Eden; it disperses the heresies of the infidels with the 
splendor of its light. “Terrible as an army set in battle" Master Peter 
enters the struggle to contend with the philosophers of the Gentiles as 
listed in the first ten books of the City of God. This includes all of 
the most well-known philosophers of Greece and Rome, Cicero, Plato, 
Aristotle, etc., but also Hermes and Aesclepius who are all accused of 
turning the truth of God into a lie, namely that the world is eternal. 
Included here also are: 


e The Manichees who asserted the eternal nature of evil 

e The Seleucians or Hermians who held that matter is co-eternal 
with God 

e The Patricians who held that the body was not made by God but 
by the devil 

e And finally, the Pelagians who held that grace was not necessary 
to keep the commandments 


The sacrilege of all of these, heretics and philosophers, is that they held 
that there is something other than what came from God and that there 
is something which is not subject to God. 


In the third part of the sermon FitzRalph holds that the variety of sense 
of Scripture make the affections joyful. The example which FitzRalph 
takes is from the Book of Job where Job describes someone as bearing the 
weight of the world. People do not really believe that there is someone 
who is literally carrying the mass of the world with a gigantic sweat. 
Again, in Job: “My soul would prefer strangling and death to this body 
of mine" — anyone with insight, says FitzRalph, would not believe that 
such à man would really want to be hanged. FitzRalph then refers to 
the procedure of historical and allegorical exposition mentioned in the 
Introductory Letter to Leander in Gregory the Great's Moralia on Job. 
What is interesting is that in the previous section of Gregory's text we 
find: 


He that treats of sacred scripture should follow the way of a river, 
for if a river as it flows along its channel, meets with open valleys 
on its side, into these it immediately turns the course of its current, 
and when they are copiously supplied, presently it pours itself back 
into its bed. 
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My hunch is that FitzRalph in setting about his inventio was using 
a concordance of biblical and patristic texts for the word ‘flumen’ or 
making use of previous inaugural speeches. 

Augustine is quoted regarding the many senses of Scripture where 
critics full of worldly learning should restrain themselves — such critics 
are like wingless creatures that crawl upon the earth and while soaring 
no higher than the leap of a frog, mock the birds in their nests above. 
'The heresies listed in this section seem to be ones guilty of staying at a 
surface level of meaning or appearance without moving on to the truth 
because they have been seduced by the glib talk of false philosophy or 
deceived by the superstition of false religion. 


In the Fourth and final principal part, FitzRalph praises Scripture which 
because of the sublimity of its end strengthens incomplete faith. The end 
of Scripture and of all of our actions is to arrive at that kingdom without 
end whose delights are described by Augustine in the City of God XXII, 
30. The citizen of the City of God already enjoys these delights at a 
distance by being comforted by the sacraments of the Church and by 
being preserved from the error of heresy. This life (but perhaps also 
the time spent as a bachelarius sententiarius and biblicus) is compared 
to the year long preparation of virgins for the Persian Emperor Xerses 
as described in the Book of Esther who are anointed with oil of myrrh 
for six months and then with other perfumes for the final six. The list 
of heresies refers to those who held erroneous views on the sacraments, 
e.g., the Arians who held that baptism should be repeated, the Stoics 
who said that all sins are equal, the Damians who detested marriage, 
and the Arabs who held that souls die with the death of the body. 

The sermo then finishes with a final commendatio and a blessing in- 
volving a phrasing taken from the Ps. Augustinian De spiritu et anima. 


And in the meantime the waters of a river give joy to the City of 
God until the final judgment when it will be turned away from the 
City of the devil and back to its source where the joyful vision of 
this source will be enjoyed forever. May this vision be conceded 
to us by the One who presides over all creatures, who lives and 
reigns ... 


Between Old and New at Oxford 


The first Collatio of Adam Wodeham 


For the sake of comparison, I have looked at Adam Wodeham's first 
collatio with the thema “Ista est enim lex Adam Domine Deus,” “For 
this is the law of Adam, O Lord God.” This was given at Oxford in 
1330, at the beginning of October (7?) presumably around the time 
when FitzRalph returned from a year in Paris and incepted as magister 
regens, with Robert Holcot as Wodeham's socius. 

Adam begins by stating that is a matter of amazement to the wise of 
this world, to those who pursue wealth and the comforts of this world, 
who remain open-mouthed at those who dedicate themselves to the 
study of Sacred Scripture which they regard unknowingly as a waste 
of time. Those engaged and absorbed in the study of the Divine Law 
and of the knowledge of the Faith are judged as uselessly spending their 
time because they are unable to turn their activities to the making of 
money such as the medics in their practice, or lawyers making pleas in 
court, or those who obtain a salary such as those in the Arts Faculty, 
the Jurists, the teachers of grammar and the manual worker and those 
who have high office in the Church.?? 

'Thus, Adam concludes that the wisdom of this world judges theology 
to be stupidity but there is another wisdom alluded to in the Psalms: 
Blessed is the man who has not walked like these in the counsel of the 
ungodly but whose will is in the law of the Lord and on his law he 
shall meditate day and night. For such meditation, Adam continues, is 
a most holy occupation and such study is truly meritorious for it serves 
the love of God and of ones neighbor, it increases the hope of salvation 
and nourishes the soul, consoles the heart and fills the spirit; it also 
confounds the demons.?? 


?5 See, Paris, Bibliothèque interuniversitaire de la Sorbonne, MS 193, f. 3ra: “Mi- 


rari solent mundi sapientes et lucris tamen secularibus et commodis temporalibus 
inhyantes Sacre Scripture dedicos quos et iudicant nescientes et fatuos cur [in 
marg.] ita solicitare in hanc scientia diuine legis cum fides pro noticia suffi- 
ciat. Ipsorum iudicio inaniter occupant dies suos ex quo per ipsum lucrari non 
potuerunt vt medici curando, nec vt causidici placitando nec per salaria pecunias 
colligendo sicud artiste, iuriste, gramatici et operarii manuales, nec pro obsequio 
ecclesiasticas consequendo ut clerici curiales [. . . ].” 

See, Paris, Bibliothèque interuniversitaire de la Sorbonne, MS 193, f. 3ra: “Talis 
enim meditatio est sanctissima occupatio, et tale studium valde meritoria oper- 
atio, cum ad hoc eligitur atque suscipitur ut Deus ferventius diligatur, et amor 
proximi nutriatur, et spes salutis augeatur, ut anima pascatur et crebris conso- 
lationibus spiritus repleatur. Et spiritus angelici nobis studentibus et legentibus 
assistant, auxilia ferant, et assistentes divinis colloquiis reficiantur et ex opposito 
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Conclusion of the Prothema 


Adam concludes that it should be clear from what has been said that 
the study of Scripture is both meritorious and the most advantageous 
of all of the branches of study and is not superfluous or useless.?? 

He then goes on to look at possible meanings of ‘lex’ and ‘Adam’: the 
law of divine instruction and the law of human learning; the law of the 
heavenly Adam and the law of the earthly Adam. 


Divisio thematis 


The words of Scripture in general and of the books of the Sentences 
in particular are seen to designate a fourfold cause which concerns the 
object, the effect, the mode and the result. Adam then elaborates on 
these and analyses the theme: 


e the effectus potentie where existence is assigned by the words ‘ista 
est’ 

e the obiectum notitie, named ‘in subsistentia’ by the word ‘Adam’ 

e the modus formalis in the way ‘law/lex’ is qualified 

e the fructus finalis which is the goodness of God, ‘Domine Deus’. 


In the First Principal Part we get a sense of Wodeham's style where 
he relates the effectus potentie to existence; the demonstrative pronoun 
‘ista’ and ‘est’ indicates information about an individual and about in- 
dividual actions. The same quotation from Augustine, Contra Faustum, 
in FitzRalph about the interpretation of Scripture is found here as well. 
Both Moses and Christ are legislators and promulgators of the law in the 
Old and New Testaments whereas Peter Lombard is a compilator who 
gathers together the teaching of Sacred Theology under various titles in 
the Sentences and passes them on to those who come afterwards. Each 
lector of the Sentences is also a recitator who in the final words of the 


Gospel of John, ‘is a disciple who testifies to these things”! 


demones confundantur que multis probari possent testimoniis, si prolixitas non 
obstaret." 

Paris, Bibliothéque interuniversitaire de la Sorbonne, MS 193, f. 3ra: “Ex quibus 
probatis satis pateret studium Scripture Sacre esse meritorium et summe profi- 
cuum inter omnia studia et non esse superfluum et inane." 

See, Paris, Bibliothèque interuniversitaire de la Sorbonne, MS 193, f. 3rb: “Eius 
promulgator erat legislator Christus vel Moyses et eius quilibet predicator. Eius 
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In the Second Part, Adam begins with the formal mode or the quality 
of ‘law’; this quality is its wonderous beauty which again depends on 
the fact that it is just law since Aristotle holds that “justice seems to be 
the most important of the virtues and neither the morning star nor the 
evening star are as admirable" (Ethics V, 3). It is also clear that Holy 
Scripture as summarized (recollecta) in the Sentences is said to be law 
inasmuch as it binds when it is read and when it is read it liberates and 
lifts up. 

The third principal part touches upon the object expressed by the 
proper name Adam. The lex Adam is: 


e lex divine generationis 
e lex humane procreationis 
e lex divine incarnationis 


e lex humane restaurationis?? 


The emanation of the Word, the second Adam is the concern of the 
first book of the Sentences and corresponds to the East. The formation 
(plasmatio) of the first man and first Adam is the concern of the second 
book and corresponds to the West. The incarnation is the concern of 
the third book of the Sentences and corresponds to the South. The 
curing (curatio) of the first Adam is the concern of the fourth book 
and corresponds to the North. For Papias [Augustine, Tractates on 
John, X] says that the name Adam, taking each of the letters in Greek, 
indicates the four directions of the compass: Anatole, Dysis, Arctos and 
Messembria.?? 

The fourth principal part deals with the fructus finalis which is the 
goodness of God and the goal of all goals, as in the last words of the 


compilator quo ad librum Sententiarum extat Magister Petrus qui sacram the- 
ologiam per infinita dispersam uolumina ad certos redigens tytulos priorum Sen- 
tentias recollegit et posterioribus viam dedit. Eius recitator est omnis eius lector 
ex quibus unus est hic discipulus ille qui testimonium perhibet de hiis Johannis 
21: Ista est enim lex Adam Domine Deus." 

See, Paris, Bibliothéque interuniversitaire de la Sorbonne, MS 193, f. 3rb. 

See, Paris, Bibliothéque interuniversitaire de la Sorbonne, MS 193, f. 3rb: “Nam 
verbi emanatio secundi Adam ad librum spectat primum et congruit orienti, 
hominis plasmatio et primi Adam ad secundum et congruit occidenti, Verbi 
incarnatio pertinet ad tertium et congruit austro, hominis curatio primi Adam 
pertinet ad quartum et congruit aquiloni. Nam dicit Papias quod Adam in 4 
Grecis litteris 4 principia verborum Grecorum signat: Anachole, Dyas, Archos, 
Messembria, id est, orientis, occidentalis, septentrionalis, et meridiani [. . . ]." 
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thema: Domine Deus, a final happiness which is summe admirabilis, 
delectabilis, amabilis, and perdurabilis.*4 

The collatio ends with a long quotation from the Prayer of Nehemias 
(2 Macc. 1:25-26): 


Domine Deus ... you who free Israel from all evil, preserve your 
portion and sanctify it ... and the theologians who, even if we are 
sinners turn your face towards us and we shall be saved (Ps. 89). 


It then finishes, with the customary prayer and the first question of the 
Prologue begins: “Whether according to what has been touched upon 
in the collatio, the study of theology is meritorious in respect of eternal 
life ... "99? — a question which was still part of the principium, namely 
Adam's Quaestio collativa. 

It is not my task here to examine the remaining three collationes, 
although there are clearly further interesting things to be explored in 
them as well. For instance (as already mentioned), Adam states at the 
beginning of his second collatio: Hic est liber generationis Adam, that 
it is the custom of people to look for the beginning of each book of an 
author's lectura by looking for the thema.?9 

There is also another collatio in the so-called Lectura secunda?" , which 
begins with the thema: Hic est liber generationis Adam. Quite a bit of 
material from collatio 1 in the Oxford lectures is also found here. For 
example: 


e the role of Peter Lombard as ‘compilator’ and then of the various 
‘recitatores’, nunc unus, nunc alius ... 

e the four letters of the name Adam, the four Greek letters, and the 
cardinal points of the compass 


Needless to say, future tasks would involve a study of all five collationes. 


See, Paris, Bibliothéque interuniversitaire de la Sorbonne, MS 193, f. 3rb. 

See, Paris, Bibliothéque interuniversitaire de la Sorbonne, MS 193, f. 3va: 
^Utrum secundum quod tractatum est in collatione, studium sacre theologie 
sit meritorium vite eterne. Quod non, quia [...].” 

See, Paris, Bibliothéque interuniversitaire de la Sorbonne, MS 193, f. 139ra: 
^Hic est liber generationis Adam. Solent inquiri tytulis librorum in principiis 
lectionum [... ].” 

ADAM DE WODEHAM, Lectura secunda in librum primum Sententiarum, ed. 
R. WoooDp, G. GAL, St. Bonaventure, N. Y. 1990, pp. 1-7. 
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Conclusions: 


Further research is required to ascertain if there is anything which marks 
out Oxford principial sermons as somehow distinct from those at Paris or 
elsewhere or whether, irrespective of local differences, that the stylistic 
features remained common to the various universities. However, such a 
study would involve the transcription of texts which we do not yet have 
in modern editions. Such a study might begin to address question such 
as the following: To what extent did some students such as FitzRalph 
manage to do the bare minimum required by the University Statutes by 
lecturing in one year on part of the Sentences and by fulfilling the re- 
quirement to lecture on the Bible with something that followed on from 
his Lectura, namely, the question of the revelation of future contingents. 
Why then do some students comment on all four books and write col- 
lationes for each? Were the regulations imposed with equal strictness 
over the course of the 14*^ and 15^ centuries? 

The only differences of note between the academic speeches of Richard 
FitzRalph and Adam Wodeham seem to be that FitzRalph is stylisti- 
cally more accomplished and conventional whereas Adam's approach is 
more analytic, more linguistically concerned, and perhaps more polemi- 
cal in his defense of the roles of the theologian. Again, unlike FitzRalph, 
Adam seems to be more in tune with current practices in Paris, perhaps 
marking a change in the approach to principial sermons in Oxford but 
that requires further investigation. 
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Contrairement à son soc?us franciscain Adam Wodeham, dont les quatre 
collationes oxoniennes ont survécul, ou encore à son contemporain 


* 


Je remercie Mme Anna Sanders, archiviste de Balliol College de m’avoir donné 
accés aux manuscrits de Balliol et de m’avoir envoyé plusieurs photos 4 ma 
demande. Je remercie également Mme Petra Hofman, assistante archiviste de 
Merton College et M. Robert Petre, archiviste d’Oriel College, de leur accueil en 
aotit 2015. La présente contribution est issue d’une communication donnée les 
23-24 mars 2015 au colloque Les principia sur les commentaires des Sentences : 
entre exercice institutionnel et réalité intellectuelle, organisé à l'Institut de Re- 
cherche et d'Histoire des Textes par Monica Brinzei et William O. Duba, que je 
remercie de leurs remarques sur la premiére version écrite de cet article, remise 
en avril 2016. Depuis cette date, Chris Schabel, seul ou en collaboration, s'est 
penché à nouveau sur la question des Principia d'Holcot dans plusieurs publi- 
cations, parues ou à paraitre, prises en compte dans la version révisée présentée 
ici : C. SCHABEL, “Ockham, The Principia of Holcot and Wodeham, And The 
Myth Of The Two-Year Sentences Lecture At Oxford," in Recherches de Théo- 
logie et Philosophie Médiévales 87 (2020), pp. 59-102; M. BRÎNZEI, C. SCHABEL, 
“Better off Dead : The Latitude of Human Misery in the Oxford Replicationes 
of the Dominican Robert Holcot and the Parisian Principia of the Cistercian 
Jean de Mirecourt and Pierre Ceffons," in A Question of Life and Death. Living 
and Dying in Medieval Latin Philosophy 1200—1500, ed. J.-M. COUNET (Ren- 
contres de Philosophie Médiévale, 26), Turnhout 2022, pp. 145-184 ; C. SCHABEL, 
"Sorting Out Robert Holcot's Assorted Theological Questions," in Theologia mo- 
dernorum. Recherches sur les questions théologiques inédites de Robert Holcot, 
ed. P. BERMON, C. GRELLARD (Studia Sententiarum, 8), Turnhout à paraitre. 
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séculier Richard FitzRalph?, le dominicain Robert Holcot (1 1349) semble 
à premiére vue n'avoir pas laissé de Principia à ses Sentences. Par 
ailleurs, son sermon inaugural aux Sentences, c'est-à-dire la piéce ora- 
toire analogue aux discours de Richard FitzRalph et d'Adam Wodeham 
étudiés par Michael Dunne dans le présent volume, semble perdu?. Nous 
conservons en revanche un sermo finalis, dans lequel Holcot célèbre la 
fin de ses responsabilités comme cursor dans le studium des fréres pré- 
cheurs d'Oxford et introduit son successeur, Roger Gosford O.P. Il y 
développe une analogie entre la théologie, dont on n'obtient la maîtrise 
qu'après avoir lu les quatre livres des Sentences, et Atalante, que l'on 
n'épouse qu'aprés une poursuite effrénée?. 

Toutefois, K. Tachau et P. Streveler, dans un ouvrage publié en 1995, 
ont proposé de voir dans certains quodlibets et determinationes d’Holcot 
ses principia?. Chris Schabel a à son tour récemment repris le dossier 
des principia d'Holcot.9 

Le présent article pose une question à laquelle nul ne semblait avoir 
songé jusque-là : les Sez articuli, comme le montre l'examen de leur 


' Voir W. J. COURTENAY, Adam Wodeham. An Introduction to His Life and Wri- 
tings, Leiden 1978, pp. 172-177. 

M. DUNNE, “A Fourteenth Century Exemplum of Introitus Sententiarum at Ox- 
ford : Richard FitzRalph's Inaugural Speech in Praise of the Sentences of Peter 
Lombard," in Mediaeval Studies 63 (2001), pp. 1-29; voir la contribution de 
M. DUNNE dans le présent volume. 

Le texte considéré par le ms. Oxford, Oriel Coll. 15 (f. 120ra-va : €[I|ntroitus 
HOLKOTH ad primum librum sententiarum [rubr.] lerusalem evangelistam 
dabo. Ysa 41. Scola devota theologice facultatis) comme le sermon inaugural 
des Sentences d'Holcot est en réalité à rattacher au commentaire sur Matthieu, 
commencé par Holcot le 10 février 1333, selon ses récents éditeurs, en tant que ba- 
chelier biblique. Voir C. SCHABEL, J. SLOTEMAKER, “Robert Holcot’s Principial 
Sermon or Introitus to His Oxford Bachelor Lectures on Matthew, 10 February 
1333," in Theologia modernorum, à paraitre. 

j J. C. WEv, “The sermo finalis of Robert Holcot,” in Mediaeval Studies 11 (1949), 
pp. 219-224. Le Sermo finalis (Cursum consummavi), édité d’après deux ma- 
nuscrits (London, British Library, Royal 10 C VI, ff. 137-138v et Oxford, Oriel 
Coll. 15, ff. 204v-205r), fait référence aux troubles ayant précédé le schisme de 
Stamford de 1333. 

Seeing the Future Clearly. Questions on Future Contingents by Robert Holcot, 
ed. P. A. STREVELER, K. H. TACHAU, coll. H. G. GELBER, W. J. COURTENAY 
(Studies and Texts, 119), Toronto 1995, Appendice II, pp. 197-199. 

SCHABEL, “Sorting Out Robert Holcot's Assorted Theological Questions" ; SCHA- 
BEL, “Ockham, The Principia of Holcot and Wodeham ;” C. SCHABEL, M. BRÍN- 
ZEI, *Better off Dead," pp. 146-149 et 155-158. 
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tradition manuscrite’ et de leurs caractéristiques formelles, sont un en- 
semble de répliques d’Holcot à deux de ses socii. L'un de ces débats 
prend d'ailleurs explicitement son origine dans la legon inaugurale sur la 
Bible (prima lectio super Bibliam) du socius d'Holcot, William Crathorn 
OP. Les Sex articuli pourraient donc se rattacher au genre du princi- 
pium, ce que paraît signifier au demeurant le titre de Conferentiae (= 
Collationes) que leur donne l'édition de Lyon, 1497, repris par F. Hoff- 
mann’. La discussion avec l'un au moins des socii se poursuit d'ailleurs 
dans la première question du livre III?. Elle se réfère à plusieurs étapes 
antérieures dont, outre les Six articles, la question IV, q. 17. L'un de 
ses thémes reprend celui du De obiecto actus credendi (Sentences I, q. 2 
dans l'édition de Lyon, 1497). 

K. Tachau et P. Streveler avaient proposé de reconnaitre les princi- 
pia d'Holcot dans certaines déterminations qui ont circulé à part des 


$ Sur la tradition manuscrite des Sentences d'Holcot, on doit se reporter à H. SCHE- 


PERS, ^Holkot contra dicta Crathorn I. Quellenkritik und biographische Auswer- 
tung der Bakkalareatschriften zweier Oxforder Dominikaner des XIV. Jahrhun- 
derts," in Philosophisches Jahrbuch 77 (1970), pp. 320-354; STREVELER, TA- 
CHAU, Seeing the Future Clearly; P. FARAGO-BERMON, “Les manuscrits conser- 
vés a Paris des Quaestiones super libros Sententiarum de Robert Holcot,” in 
Przeglad Tomistyczny 19 (2013), pp. 143-176; Ead., “Les manuscrits des Quaes- 
tiones super libros Sententiarum de Robert Holcot. Partie II Douai 436 et Troyes 
634,” in Przeglad Tomistyczny 20 (2014), pp. 119-130; Ead., “Partie III : Vati- 
cano, BAV, Ottob. lat. 591," in Przegląd Tomistyczny 21 (2015), pp. 123-131 ; 
Ead., ^Les manuscrits des Quaestiones Super Libros Sententiarum de Robert 
Holcot. Partie IV : Eichstaett, Universitätsbibliothek, St 713," in Przeglad To- 
mistyczny 24 (2018), pp. 193-209. 

RoBERTUS HOLCOT, Super quattuor libros Sententiarum quaestiones. Quedam 
conferentiae. De imputabilitate peccati questio longa. Determinationes quarun- 
dam aliarum questiones. Tabules duplices omnium predictorum, ed. Lugduni, 
1497; F. HOFFMANN, Die “Conferentiae” des Robert Holcot O.P. und die akade- 
mischen Auseinandersetzungen an der Universität Oxford 1330-1332 (Beitrage 
zur Geschichte der Philosophie und Theologie des Mittelalters. Neue Folge, 36), 
Münster 1993. Sur l'usage du terme “conferre” ou "collatio" dans les principia 
eux-mêmes, voir par exemple J. BARBET, Francois de Meyronnes — Pierre Roger. 
Disputatio (1320-1321) (Textes Philosophiques du Moyen Age, 9), Paris 1961, 
p. 259 : [Pierre Roger] “Ego autem semper volo ut ad mentem et vult ita fa- 
cere socius noster quia, cum ipse sit valde intelligens tunc possemus proficere 
in conferendo, et pro certo esset sibi maior honor in conspectu intelligentium 
virorum." et PETRUS DE ALLIACO, Questiones super primum, tertium et quar- 
tum librum Sententiarum I : Principia et questio circa Prologum, ed. M. BRÎNZEI 
(Corpus Christianorum Continuatio Medievalia, 258), Turnhout 2013, p. 128 : 
“ego speraveram et valde optaveram cum isto reverendo magistro habere longam 
collationem." 

9 J. SLOTEMAKER, J. WITT, Robert Holcot, New York 2016, pp. 261-266. 
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questions aux Sentences. Depuis peu, C. Schabel précise et modifie cer- 
taines de leurs suggestions!?. Nous proposons ici de rechercher des restes 
des principia aux Sentences d'Holcot dans des textes qui ont circulé tót 
avec les Questions aux Sentences. Il s’agit avant tout du De obiecto actus 
credendi, des Six articles et de Sentences III, q. 1. 


Datation 


Le consensus des chercheurs pour dire qu'Holcot fut bachelier senten- 
tiaire à Oxford dans les années 1331-1333!! vient d'étre remis en cause 
par C. Schabel, qui soutient qu'il fut plus probablement bachelier sen- 
tentiaire et socius d'Adam Wodeham à Oxford pendant la seule an- 
née 1331-1332"7. Les chercheurs divergent sur la date de son inception 
comme maitre en théologie : K. Tachau n'exclut pas absolument de la 
placer en 1334, mais H. Gelber pense qu'elle n'a pas pu avoir lieu avant 
1335-36!°. Pour Schabel, les meilleures dates possibles sont décembre 
1333, 1334 ou 133514. Holcot est devenu magister regens après avoir 
commenté, comme bachelier, l'évangile de saint Matthieu). Nous avons 


10 ScHABEL, “Ockham, The Principia of Holcot and Wodeham ;" SCHABEL, BRÍN- 


ZEI, *Better off Dead," pp. 146-149 et 155-158. 

D'après STREVELER, TACHAU, Seeing the Future Clearly et K. TACHAU, “Ro- 
bert Holcot on Contingency and Divine Deception,” in Filosofia e theologia nel 
trecento : Studi in ricordo di Eugenio Randi, ed. L. BIANCHI, Louvain-la-Neuve 
1994, pp. 157-196 [159-160]; H. G. GELBER, It Could Have Been Otherwise : 
Contingency and Necessity in Dominican Theology at Oxford, 1800-1850 (Stu- 
dien und Texte zur Geistesgeschichte des Mittelalters, 81), Leiden-Boston 2004, 
pp. 93-94. 

SCHABEL, “Ockham, The Principia of Holcot and Wodeham,” passim. 
TACHAU, “Robert Holcot on Contingency,” p. 164; GELBER, It Could Have Been 
Otherwise, p. 94, considére qu’Holcot n’a pas pu étre maitre avant 1335, son 
inception ayant dû être retardée, et qu'il était maître régent en 1336-38. Les 
tentatives de reconstruction de chronologie que l'on trouve en COURTENAY, Adam 
Wodeham. An Introduction, pp. 97—100, sont obsolétes. 

SCHABEL, *Sorting Out Robert Holcot's Assorted Theological Questions" (à pa- 
raitre). 

Cf. B. SMALLEY, English Friars and Antiquity in the Early Fourteenth Century, 
Oxford 1960, pp. 142-143. Holcot a commencé ce commentaire le 10 février 
1333 (Slotemaker, Schabel) ou 1334 en tant que bachelier. Son sermon princi- 
pial, découvert par le P. Wey, est conservé et B. Smalley en donne des extraits 
d’après le manuscrit London, British Library, Royal 10.C.vI. Dans le manuscrit 
Oxford, Oriel Coll. 15, f. 120ra—va, il est présenté (à tort) comme le sermon in- 
troductif aux Sentences ` S[I]ntroitus Holcoth ad primum librum sententiarum 
lerusalem evangelistam dabo. Ysa 41. Scola devota theologice facultatis. Voir 
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édité un sermon inaugural, conservé dans un manuscrit de Toulouse, qui 
est trés probablement son sermon d'inception comme maitre et qui intro- 
duit à un commentaire à la Genése!®. Ses quodlibets encore largement 
inédits pourraient dater de sa période de bachelier formé ou étre posté- 
rieurs à son inception!". Holcot a probablement commenté, dans l'ordre, 
les livres I-II-IV et III des Sentences!?. Il existe une vue traditionnelle 
(Michalski) reprise par le P. Wey, selon laquelle Holcot révisa et ampli- 
fia son commentaire des Sentences ultérieurement, en 133619. On sait 
qu'il était en 1338-1340, au couvent des fréres précheurs de Londres, 
où il semble avoir participé à la rédaction du Philobiblon de Richard de 
Bury”. Or, en Sentences IV, q. 3, Holcot se réfère à Londres comme si 
son interlocuteur y était.?!. 


déjà MICHALSKI, “La physique nouvelle," p. 106 : “[...] la Collatio initiale dont 
le texte commence par les mots : Jerusalem evangelistam dabo. Isa. 41. Schola 
devota. Le texte qui suit, montre qu'il s’agit là d'une introduction à l'Écriture 
Sainte que récitait le bacalareus biblicus? Et W. J. COURTENAY, “The Lost Mat- 
thew Commentary of Robert Holcot O.P.," in Archivum fratrum praedicatorum 
50 (1980), pp. 103-112. 
P. BERMON, « Un sermon inaugural attribué à Robert Holcot dans le manuscrit 
Toulouse 342 », in Archives d'histoire doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen Age 85 
(2018), pp. 203-221. 
Sur la possibilité pour un bachelier formé de déterminer des quodlibets, voir 
COURTENAY, Adam Wodeham. An Introduction, p. 99 n. 220. GELBER, It Could 
Have Been Otherwise, p. 95, se prononce contre l'hypothése de TACHAU, in STRE- 
VELER, TACHAU, Seeing the Future Clearly, pp. 25-27, de questions quodlibé- 
tiques à une date antérieure à la maîtrise. Mais pensant qu'Holcot a dû attendre 
une année supplémentaire en 1335-1336 pour devenir maitre régent, elle concéde 
qu'il a pu prendre part à des disputes à un niveau plus élevé que la coutume dans 
l'année 1335-1336. Le projet en cours d'édition critique des Quodlibets et autres 
questions théologiques inédites d'Holcot, entrepris sous la direction de P. BER- 
MON et de C. GRELLARD, devrait jeter une lumiére nouvelle sur ces questions. 
SLOTEMAKER, WITT, Robert Holcot, pp. 262-264. Dans la moitié des manuscrits 
que nous avons décrits (FARAGO-BERMON, in Przeglad Tomistyczny, cf. supra, 
n. 7), le livre III est copié aprés le livre IV. Sans s'en expliquer, Brinzei et Schabel 
considerent dans leur contribution de 2022 qu'Holcot a commenté, dans l'ordre, 
les livres I-IV-II-III des Sentences ` SCHABEL, BRÎNZEI, “Better off Dead," p. 150 
sqq., “Holcot and other bachelors that year seem to have read the four books of 
the Sentences in the sequence I-IV-II-III, as was still the case at Paris at that 
point.” 
19 Wey, "The sermo finalis," p. 219. 
20 N. DENHOLM-YOUNG, “Richard de Bury (1287-1347)," in Trans Royal Historical 
Society 4th ser. 20 (1937), pp. 135-168, ici p. 159, 161 et 165; J. de GHELLINCK, 
“Un évêque bibliophile au XIV? siècle,” in Revue d'histoire ecclésiastique 18 
(1922), pp. 495-496. 
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Les reconstitutions de P. Streveler et K. Tachau 
(1995) et de C. Schabel (2020) 


En appendice de leur ouvrage publié en 1995, P. Streveler et K. Tachau 
proposent une reconstitution des possibles Principia d’Holcot aux livres 


des Sentences 


7? en regard de laquelle nous faisons figurer celles que 


propose C. Schabel dans une récente contribution : 


Tachau, Streveler (1995) Schabel (20202) 
Considére qu'Holcot a lu 
dans l'ordre les livres I- 
ILI-IV-III des Sentences 


Principium du livre I De obiecto actus credendi I Sent. q. 1 Utrum via- 


(version longue”*). tor existens in gratia as- 
sentiendo articulis fidei 
mereatur 4- I Sent. q. 3 
Utrum voluntas creata 
in utendo et fruendo sit 
libera libertate contra- 
dictionis 


Principium du livre II Circa principium secundi Utrum vie vivendi quas 


libri in quo arguitur de Christus docuit sunt me- 
causalitate Dei respectu  ritorie vitae aeterne. 
creaturae, quaero istam [= determinatio 2] 
questionem : Utrum Deus 

sit causa effectiva omnium 


aliorum a se”. 


Principium du livre a/ Utrum filius Dei as- 


III 


sumpsit naturam huma- 
nam in unitate suppositi®. 
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ROBERTUS HoLcor, IV Sent., q. 3 (Utrum in sacramento eucharistiae sub specie- 
bus panis vere et realiter existat corpus Christi) : *Similiter, tu qui es Londoniae, 
haberes dubitare an aliquis homo sit Romae conversus in te" (ed. Lyon 1518, ed. 
D. COMAN, http ://thesis-project.ro/robertusholcot/). 

STREVELER, TACHAU, Seeing the Future Clearly, pp. 197—199, *Holcot's Sen- 
tences Lectures : Possible Order of Questions." 

SCHABEL, “Ockham, The Principia of Holcot and Wodeham.” 

Texte édité par O. GRASSI, « Il De obiecto actus credendi di Robert Holcot. In- 
troduzione e edizione », in Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale 
5 (1994), pp. 487-521. 

ROBERTUS HOLCOT, Determinatio 11, ed. Lugduni 1497 ; manuscrit Cambridge, 
Pembroke Coll. 236, f. 215rb. 

Manuscrits Cambridge, Pembroke Coll. 236, f. 132ra-141vb ; etc. L'article 1 est 
édité par H. G. GELBER, “Robert Holcot, Obligational Theology, and the Incar- 
nation," in Studies in Later Medieval Intellectual History in Honor of William 
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b/ Utrum viae vivendi 
quas Christus docuit sint 
meritoriae vitae eternae?". 
[= determinatio 2] 
Principium du livre a/ Utrum viator existens a/ Utrum viator exis- 


IV in gratia ordinate utendo tens in gratia ordinate 
et fruendo posset vitare utendo et fruendo posset 
omne peccatum?5, [= de- vitare omne peccatum??. 
terminatio 4] [= determinatio 4] 


b/ Utrum cum omni 
sacramento debito modo 
suscepto recipienti sacra- 
mentum informans gratia 
conferatur??. 


Curieusement, les Sez articuli ne figurent pas dans ces essais de recons- 
titution, ni comme possibles principia, ni méme dans le plan général 
des questions sur les Sentences fourni par Tachau et Streveler, alors que 
leur tradition manuscrite atteste solidement de leur appartenance à cet 
ensemble. 

Nous proposons ici pour notre part d'analyser le De obiecto actus cre- 
dendi et les Sex articuli, dont l'article 1 reprend le thème du De obiecto 
actus credendi, afin d'y chercher les traits caractéristiques susceptibles 
de permettre d'identifier le genre auquel ils appartiennent. 


1. Le De obiecto actus credendi est-il le 
Principium du livre 1? 


Le De obiecto actus credendi (8 De obiecto actus credendi, utrum sit 
ipsum complexum, vel res significata per complexum, est apud quosdam 
dubium. Et tenet Chatton [ed. Lyon 1497 : et tenet Ockham]) existe en 
deux versions : une version courte et une version longue. La version 


J. Courtenay, ed. W. DUBA, R. L. FRIEDMAN, C. SCHABEL, Leuven-Paris-Bristol 
2017, pp. 357-391, ed. pp. 377-391. 

ROBERTUS HOLCOT, Determinatio 2, ed. Lugduni 1497; manuscrit Cambridge, 
Pembroke Coll. 236, f. 160vb. 

ROBERTUS HOLCOT, Determinatio 4, ed. Lugduni 1497; manuscrit Cambridge, 
Pembroke Coll. 236, f. 173rb. 

ROBERTUS HOLCOT, Determinatio 4, ed. Lugduni 1497; manuscrit Cambridge, 
Pembroke Coll. 236, f. 173rb. 

30 Manuscrits Oxford, Balliol Coll. 71, f. 110rb; Oxford, Oriel Coll. 15, 

ff. 185vb-191vb. 
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courte (||Ad alia argumenta dicetur quando vacaverit) a été éditée à 
Lyon en 1497 comme la question 2 du livre I. La version longue (||nature 
sunt obiecta extra) a été éditée par O. Grassi en 1994?!, d'aprés quatre 
témoins, parmi lesquels seul le manuscrit Oxford, Oriel College 15 porte 
l'explicit suivant : ||<f. 207rb» Explicit Prologus in opus Holcoth qui 
immediate post sermonem in principio poneretur??. 

L'adversaire d'Holcot dans cette dispute est diversement identifié. 
L'édition de Lyon 1497 porte Ockham. Certains manuscrits, dont les 
manuscrits Oxford, Balliol College 71 [f. 7r et tenet thar; f. 142r et tenet 
tarent.], et Oxford, Oriel College 15 [f. 206ra], écrivent Tar ou Thar, qui 
serait mis (fautivement) pour Pierre de Tarentaise, selon tous les com- 
mentateurs??. Ceux-ci s'accordent aussi pour considérer que le véritable 
adversaire d'Holcot est William Chatton O.F.M., qui était présent à Ox- 
ford en 1331-1332. Ajoutons que plusieurs manuscrits’ identifient Chat- 
ton comme étant l'adversaire visé par Holcot dés la question 1 (€ Utrum 
quilibet viator existens in gratia assentiendo articulis fidei mereatur), qui 
précède immédiatement le dubium??. Selon H. Gelber, toutefois, l'auteur 
“implicitement” visé dans le Prologus, au-delà de Chatton, serait le so- 
cius dominicain d'Holcot, Guillaume Crathorn®®. Cette opinion paraît 
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GRASSI, “Il De obiecto actus credendi?” 

Ce méme manuscrit porte au folio 205vb la note : “Nota quod sequens articu- 
lus prologus est operis Holcoth super sententias et ideo statim post sermonem 
primum loco prologi poneretur" (F. HOFFMANN, Die Theologische Methode des 
Oxforder Dominikanerlehrers Robert Holcot, Münster 1972, p. 407). Il faut ajou- 
ter ces notations au f. 120va in mg. inf. : ^Nota quod superius immediate post 
sermonem deficit prologus huius operis et ponitur in fine libri [. ..]"; au f. 210rb : 
"Titulus prologi est talis : Vtrum obiectum actus credendi sit ipsum complexum 
[...]? Le “sermon” après lequel *l'éditeur" du manuscrit d'Oriel place le *prolo- 
gue" aux Sentences est en réalité l’introitus au commentaire perdu sur l'évangile 
de Matthieu (cf. note 8). 

Voir GRASSI, « Il De obiecto actus credendi », p. 491. 

% Manuscrit Paris, BnF, lat. 14576 (olim St Victor, a. 1389), f. 8r : “Est apud 
quosdam dubium et tenet Chat" (FARAGO-BERMON, « Les manuscrits conservés 
à Paris », p. 145) ; idem Troyes, Médiathéque Jacques Chirac 634, f. 10r (FARAGO- 
BERMON, « Les manuscrits... Partie II », p. 126). 

Le manuscrit Douai, Bibl. Marceline Desbordes-Valmore 436 (qui n'a pas le Du- 
bium de obiecto credendi), par exemple, porte au folio 3r à plusieurs reprises 
dans le texte méme et non en marge l'identification de Chatton comme adver- 
saire d'Holcot dans cette question : “Addit Chatton quod rationes et miracula 
possunt causare" (là où ed. Lugduni 1497 a : "addit opinio") (voir FARAGO- 
BERMON, « Les manuscrits... Partie II », p. 121). Le manuscrit Oxford, Balliol 
Coll. 71, pour sa part, identifie Chatton en marge du f. 2r. 

36 GELBER, It Could Have Been Otherwise, p. 89. 
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corroborée par le fait que dans les Sex articuli, Crathorn s'en prend dans 
son premier article à la thése méme du De obiecto actus credendi, méme 
si une comparaison serrée des deux textes, De obiecto et article 1 des 
Sex articuli, fait apparaitre qu'ils sont différents en tous points l'un de 
l'autre. Il s'agit donc, selon nous, de deux discussions différentes, l'une 
menée contre Chatton, l'autre contre Crathorn. 

La version courte du De obiecto actus credendi ne comporte aucune 
indication qu'il s'agit d'un principium?'. La version longue est appelée à 
plusieurs reprises prologus dans la tentative d’ordinatio entreprise par le 
manuscrit Oxford, Oriel College 15, qui désigne aussi ce texte comme un 
articulus (f. 205vb : sequens articulus prologus est...). Dans ce manus- 
crit, la mention, au folio 207rb immediate post sermonem in principio 
doit être rapprochée de celle du f. 205vb qui lui est parallèle : statim 
post sermonem primum, loco prologi. 

C. Michalski?? a le premier proposé de voir dans la version courte du 
De obiecto un morceau du principium au livre I. H. Schepers considère 
que l'explicit de cette version (|| Ad alia argumenta dicetur quando va- 
caverit) rend cette hypothèse problématique??. O. Grassi, pour sa part, 
considère que *l'hypothése selon laquelle le De obiecto est le Prologue 
aux Sentences d'Holcot et en tant que tel constitue l’exercitium placé 
au début du premier livre trouve plus de confirmations que de démen- 
tis’4°. Pour Courtenay, toutefois, “collationes are labelled specifically 
'principia', rather than prologus or prohemia "4. 


37 Pour la version courte, GRASSI, « Il De obiecto actus credendi », mentionne les 


manuscrits suivants : Krakow, BJ 1374; Paris, BnF, lat. 15884; Praha, BU XIII 
F. 19; Troyes, Médiathéque Jacques Chirac, 634; Valencia, BC 266. Nous pou- 
vons y ajouter le manuscrit Paris, BnF, lat. 14576 (olim S. Victor, a. 1389), qui 
identifie correctement Chatton (FARAGO-BERMON, « Les manuscrits conservés à 
Paris », pp. 145-146). 

C. MICHALSKI, « La physique nouvelle et les différents courants philosophiques 
au XIVe siécle », in Bulletin international de l'Académie polonaise des sciences et 
des lettres 19277, p. 105 : *Le fragment que nous trouvons dans l'édition imprimée 
comme q. 2 du 1. I, ne fait son apparition que dans le Ms. Prag. XIII. F. 19, et 
dans le Ms. Krakow, Bibl. Jag. 1374, sous la forme d'un dubium de la première 
quaestio. Il s'agit là d'un fragment du Principium, que nous retrouvons dans le 
Ms. Oxford, Oriel College 15 et dans le Ms. London, Brit. Mus. Royal 10, C. IV.” 
SCHEPERS, “Holkot contra dicta Crathorn”, p. 127, n. 96. 

GRASSI, « Il De obiecto actus credendi », pp. 490—491. Notre traduction, nos 
italiques. 

W. J. COURTENAY, Schools and Scholars in Fourteenth-Century England, Prin- 
ceton 1987, pp. 256-258. 
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Les deux versions du De obiecto (courte et longue) se superposent 
largement : le dubium initial en fin de question 1 semble avoir été 
simplement amplifié pour étre proposé comme Prologus dans certaines 
tentatives d'ordinatio (Oxford, Oriel College 15). Il était fréquent de 
reprendre le Principium en le transformant en Prologue? Les tenta- 
tives d'ordinatio des questions aux Sentences d'Holcot divergent cepen- 
dant : témoin d'une tentative différente de celle du manuscrit Oxford, 
Oriel College 15, le manuscrit Città del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica 
Vaticana, Ottobonianus latinus 591, d'origine anglaise (Cambridge ?), 
amorce par exemple toute la question 1 (sans le dubium) ainsi : Circa 
Prohemium libri sententiarum querit talis questio. Utrum quilibet via- 
tor...?. Le manuscrit Paris, Bibliothéque Mazarine 905 donne à cette 
question 1 l'incipit suivant : (f. 2ra) Circa principium sententiarum quero 
talem questionem utrum quilibet viator. ..^. Quant au manuscrit Ox- 
ford, Balliol College 71, il considére d'abord que la version longue (ap- 
pelée Prologus dans le manuscrit Oxford, Oriel College 15), ff. 7ra-9rb, 
est déjà la question 2 et il l'associe à la question 2 habituelle. Puis 
il copie la version longue une deuxième fois juste avant les 6 articles 


? ©, Luna, “Theologie und menschliche Wissenschaften in den principia des Ae- 


gidius Romanus”, in Scientia und ars im Hoch-und Spätmittelalter, ed. I. CRAE- 
MER-RUEGENBERG, A. SPEER (Miscellanea Mediaevalia, 22/2), t. II, Berlin-New 
York 1994, pp. 528-547, note a contrario que le prologue du Commentaire sur 
les Sentences de Gilles de Rome (automne 1269) ne reprend pas simplement le 
principium en le transformant en prologue, mais est composé à nouveaux frais. 
FARAGO-BERMON, « Partie III : Vaticano », pp. 125-126. 

FARAGO-BERMON, « Les manuscrits conservés à Paris », p. 160. L'incipit de la 
q. 1 du livre II, dans l'édition et dans les manuscrits, fait lui aussi référence 
au principium secundi libri : € “Distinctione prima secundi libri agit Magis- 
ter de creatione hominis [...]. Versus autem finem primi libri agit Magister de 
gubernatione divina quae sit specialiter circa naturam rationalem, et ideo co- 
niungendo quodammodo finem primi libri cum principio secundi quero istam 
questionem : utrum creator generis humani iuste gubernet genus humanum.” 
L'expression principium secundi libri y signifie plus évidemment le *début du 
livre II” que l'acte oral relatif à l'inauguration des legons sur le livre II des 
Sentences. Voir la méme conclusion dans le cas d'un autre auteur M. BRÎNZEI, 
“When Theologians play Philosophers : a Lost Confrontation between James 
of Eltville and his socii on the Perfection of Species and its Infinite Latitude,” 
in The Cistercian James of Eltville (T 1393). Author in Paris and Authority in 
Vienna, ed. M. BRINZEI, C. SCHABEL (Studia Sententiarum, 3), Turnhout 2018, 
pp. 43-77, pour ici p. 44. 

Au folio 7ra in mg. sup. on lit deux fois liber primus questio 2a. Ce titre courant 
liber primus questio 2a continue jusqu'au folio 23vb (fin de la question habi- 
tuellement considérée comme la deuxième € Utrum voluntas creata in utendo et 
fruendo sit libera libertate contradictionis). 
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amputés de la phrase introductive de leur prologue. Cette deuxiéme co- 
pie est placée pour ainsi dire dans la continuité des 6 articles*®. Ceci 
suggère que le dubium/prologus pourrait être le premier épisode d'une 
discussion d’articuli qui se continuent ensuite dans les 6 articles : sur 
l'objet du savoir puis sur d'autres sujets. Il faut d'ailleurs noter que le 
manuscrit Oxford, Oriel College 15 copie lui aussi à la suite le De obiecto 
actus credendi (ff. 206ra-207rb) puis les six articles (ff. 207rb-209ra). 

Il est difficile de conclure de facon univoque ces remarques. Notons 
toutefois : 

1. Que la version courte est transmise, dans les manuscrits qui l'ont, 
annexée à la question 1. Ce principium, s'il s’agit bien d'un principium 
car il n'est pas désigné ainsi, aurait donc été intégré d'une maniére ou 
d'une autre à la prima lectio sur les Sentences, situation analogue à celle 
de Crathorn qui dans les Sez articuli attaque Holcot dans sa *prima 
lectio super Bibliam.” Cette version se termine par quando vacaverit ce 
qui indique une interruption faute de temps. L'adversaire est identifié 
dans les manuscrits comme étant Chatton. Le dubium court de obiecto 
actus credendi semble donc avoir été, en fin de première question, la 
critique par le bachelier Holcot d'un maitre présent à Oxford et non 
d'un socius : Chatton. On aurait donc à l'origine un échange entre vifs 
dans une prima lectio, entre un bachelier dominicain, dans le róle de 
Vattaquant et un maitre franciscain. Chatton est visé par Holcot dès 
la question 1, avant le dubium de obiecto credendi, ce qui instaure une 
continuité entre cette question et ce dubium. 

2. Que la version longue, qui développe la critique de Chatton en 
y adjoignant de nouveaux adversaires, absents quant à eux (Auriol et 
Ockham), peut étre considérée diversement : soit simplement comme 
la continuation du dubium dans une séance ultérieure (cf. l'explicit de 
la version courte || quando vacaverit); soit comme une prolongation 
écrite de la version courte destinée à fournir un prologue à l’ordinatio 
(Oxford, Oriel College 15) ; soit comme la combinaison de l'ensemble de 
ces intentions ` continuation du dubium initial (i.e. de la version courte), 
dont on décide (Oxford, Oriel College 15) ou non (Oxford, Balliol College 
71) de faire le prologue à une ordinatio. Le manuscrit Oxford, Balliol 


46 Manuscrit Oxford, Balliol College 71, ff. 142ra-144va ` {De obiecto actus credendi 
utrum sit ipsum complexum || sunt obiecta extra etc. ; f. 144va ` € Primus articulus 
fuit quod obiectum fidei et opinionis et universaliter omnis notitie assertive est 
complexum. .. La phrase d'introduction du prologue des 6 articles (6 sunt articuli 
quos in diversis materiis diri contra quos socii reverendi institerunt) qui sert 
d'incipit dans la majorité des manuscrits a été supprimée. 
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College 71 transmettrait alors plusieurs principia à la suite : le De obiecto 
actus credendi (version longue) puis les Six articles (sans leur prologue) ; 
tout comme le manuscrit Oriel 15, celui-ci recommandant néanmoins de 
faire de l'articulus De obiecto actus credendi (version longue) le prologue 
de l'oeuvre. 


Le cas du Principium de Nicolas Aston 


Dans le prolongement de ces remarques, C. Schabel considére pour sa 
part que le Principium au livre I pourrait être, plutôt que le dubium (q. 
2), la question 1 du livre I, ainsi que peut-étre la question 3, qui porte 
comme la première sur la question du mérite?". 

Il peut étre utile d'examiner ici le cas des questions sur les Sentences 
de Nicolas Aston, qui sont aussi copiées dans le manuscrit Oriel College 
15, ainsi que dans le manuscrit Worcester F65. Comme l'explique Z. 
Katuza, le manuscrit Oriel 15 contient a deux questions premières », qui 
sont nettement distinguées dans le manuscrit de Worcester, l'une étant 
appelée questio <primo> die, l'autre articulus primus??. 

En effet, le manuscrit Worcester F 65 conserve une questio «primo 
die, qui correspond selon Z. Katuza à un Principium lequel, dans son 
Prologue, annonce trois articles, dont seul le premier est traité (les an- 
notations entre <> sont de nous) : 


« Principium» : Questio «primo die. 

« Questio Principii> : Utrum veritatem increatam immediate et contin- 
genter veritates ad extra producere fundamentum sit fidei christiane : 
« Prohemium Principii> |...] Iuxta materias tactas in tribus argumen- 
tis factis ad partem negativam quaestionis formo mihi tres articulos 
isto die pertractandos. <Primus articulus Principii> Primus est iste : 
Utrum omnem veritatem creatam poterit veritas increata hipostatice 
sustentare [...]; «Secundus articulus Principii> Articulus secundus est 
iste : “Numquid veritatis increata sit contingentia antecedens respectu 
actus sui ad extra" |...]; « Tertius articulus Principii Tertius articulus 
tractandus est iste : ^Utrum aliqua propositio significans praecise veri- 
tatem increatam non esse contradictionem includat.” 
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SCHABEL, “Ockham, The Principia of Holcot and Wodeham.” 

Z. KALUZA, « L’ceuvre théologique de Nicolas Aston », in Archives d'histoire 
doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen Age 45 (1979), pp. 45-82. Voir également M. 
BRÎNZEI, “New Evidence for Nicholas Aston’s Principia on the Sentences ` Basel, 
UB, A X 24,” Chora 18-19 (2020-21), pp. 601-616. 
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Seul le «Primus articulus Principii» est traité, il s'organise en deux 
dubia vel articulos. 

Le résumé que fait Étienne Gaudet des questions de Nicolas Aston, 
dans le ms. Paris, BnF, lat. 16535, ff. 118-122, montre qu'il a sous les 
yeux le texte complet du « Principium ; Questio [primo] die, qu'il place 
en onzième position (a alius articulus ») : il cite la < Questio Principii>, 
il résume le « Prohemium Principii comprenant l'intitulé des trois ar- 
ticles, puis le «Primus articulus Principii>, organisé en duo dubia. 

Au contraire, le manuscrit Oriel 15 remanie l'ensemble en supprimant 
l'intitulé du Principium (< Questio Principii>) et le Prologue du Prin- 
cipium (« Prohemium Principii>). Dans ce manuscrit, le premier article 
( «Primus articulus Principii>) est appelé articulus primus primi libri. 

Z. Katuza explique que le «Secundus articulus Principii> n'appa- 
rait nulle part. Quant au «Tertius articulus Principii>, qui développe 
l'argumentum dit Achilles, il est devenu le primus articulus du manus- 
crit de Worcester et du résumé d' Étienne Gaudet. Jean Hiltalingen de 
Bále, Ange de Dobelin et Nicolas Aston lui-méme s'y référent comme au 
primus articulus. Seul, le manuscrit Oriel 15 le copie en onziéme position. 

Cet exemple montre comment les articles d’un Principium peuvent 
être traités : dans le manuscrit de Worcester, la Questio «primo die 
ne retient que le texte du «Primus articulus Principti> ;puisle « Ter- 
tius articulus Principii> devient le primus articulus. Le «Secundus ar- 
ticulus Principii> a disparu. Le manuscrit d'Oriel College semble plus 
éloigné de l'état originel et reçu par les contemporains, repoussant le 
«Tertius articulus Principii en onzième position. On peut se deman- 
der si l’ Ordinatio des questions sur les Sentences d'Holcot, présente dans 
ce méme manuscrit d'Oriel 15, n'est pas elle aussi éloignée de l'état ori- 
ginel. 


Les Six articles se rattachent-ils au genre du 
principium ? 


Les Sex articuli ont été publiés sous le titre de Conferentiae à Lyon en 
1497, puis par F. Hoffmann en 1993. Si l'incipit annonce six articles et le 
prologue en énonce effectivement six, la suite de l'écrit n'en contient que 
quatre — le 4e étant encore numéroté 5e dans certains manuscrits. € Sex 
(sunt) articuli est donc un incipit et non un titre. Dans les trois pre- 
miers, Holcot réplique à son socius dominicain William Crathorn, dans 


549 


550 


Pascale BERMON 


le dernier à son socius franciscain William Chitterne. Il s'agit donc d'ar- 
ticles où Holcot réplique à ceux qui l'ont attaqué *?. Un cas très similaire 
est présenté par M. Brinzei dans le cas du manuscrit Jena, Thüringer 
Universitäts- und Landesbibliothek, El. 479? qui transmet deux articles 
retirés des principia de Jacques d'Eltville. Dans ces articuli le cistercien 
débat seulement avec trois de ses dix socii. Cet exemple renforcerait 
l'hypothése d'une circulation de certains articles d'Holcot, extraits pro- 
bablement du contexte de ses principia. 

Ces articles abordent des aspects fondamentaux de la pensée d'Hol- 
cot : [art. 1] l'objet du savoir est le complexum (Holcot s'y montre ockha- 
miste)?! ; [art.2] l'involontarisme doxastique (contre le volontarisme de 
Crathorn)? ; [art. 3] l'existence des espèces (anti-ockhamisme d'Holcot 
sur ce point)?? ; [art. 4] l'ignorance invincible disculpe?*. 


?? La différence entre principium défensif et offensif est perceptible chez PIERRE 


D'AILLY, Principium II, art. 1 : “Et quantum ad istum articulum solum reci- 
tabo illa que declaravi in primo principio meo, et contra que arguerunt reve- 
rendi patres et magistri mei cum quibus indignus concurro, dicta mea pro posse 
a contradictione probabiliter defendendo. Unde in presenti actu solum intendo 
conferre cum illis magistris, qui in primo principio me impugnaverunt, cum aliis 
quos in primo principio impugnavi in aliis principiis collaturus.” (PETRUS DE 
ALLIACO, Questiones, ed. BRINZEI, p. 54). 

BRÎNZEI, “When Theologians play Philosophers,” pp. 59-66. 

ROBERTUS HOLCOT, Sez articuli, art. 1 (Prologus), ed. HOFFMANN, pp. 67-82 : 
“Primus articulus fuit quod obiectum fidei, scientie et opinionis et universaliter 
omnis notitie assertive est complexum et non res significata per complexum.” 
ROBERTUS HOLCOT, Sez articuli, art. 2 (Prologus), ed. HOFFMANN, pp. 82-104 : 
“Secundus articulus fuit quod liberum arbitrium non sufficit ad determinandum 
intellectum ad actum credendi ut ideo aliquis precise credat aliquam proposi- 
tionem esse veram quia vult credere eam esse veram.” Voir C. GRELLARD, De 
la certitude volontaire. Débats nominalistes sur la foi à la fin du moyen âge, 
Paris 2014, c. 3 “La réception critique de Guillaume d'Ockham chez Robert Hol- 
cot : le rejet du volontarisme,” pp. 87-109; P. BERMON, « Il m'est pas au libre 
pouvoir de l'homme de croire quand il lui plait : ’involontarisme doxastique de 
Robert Holcot », in Genéses antiques et médiévales de la foi, dir. C. GRELLARD, 
P. HoFFMANN, L. LAVAUD, Paris 2020, pp. 409-428. 

RoBERTUS HOLCOT, Sez articuli, art. 3 (Prologus), ed. HOFFMANN, pp. 104-108 : 
"Tertius articulus fuit quod omnis cognitio creature est realiter distincta a crea- 
tura cognoscente.” Voir W. J. COURTENAY, Ockham and Ockhamism. Studies 
in the Dissemination and Impact of His Thought (Studien und Texte zur Geis- 
tesgeschichte des Mittelalters, 99), Leiden 2008, pp. 117-120, souligne l'anti- 
ockhamisme d'Holcot qui défend l'existence des espéces. 

ROBERTUS HOLCOT, Sex articuli, art. 4 [= 5] (Prologus), ed. HOFFMANN, 
pp. 108-127 : “Quintus articulus fuit dictus in materia de fruitione vie q. 3 
super primum et fuit talis : casu possibili posito potest homo licite frui creatura 
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Les deux articles dont le texte est absent sont les suivants : « Quartus 
articulus quod omnis cognitio creature causatur effective a creatura co- 
gnoscente saltem sicut causa partiali et recipitur in eadem sicut accidens 
in subiecto » °°. « Sextus fuit quod in casu possibili posito ideo idem 
actus numero est meritorius et demeritorius successive »?9. 

Curieusement, personne n'a jusqu'ici proposé de voir dans les « Six 


articles » des comptes-rendus des principia d'Holcot. K. Tachau écrit par 


et meritorie.” Voir GELBER, It Could Have Been Otherwise, pp. 267-307 (c. 7, 
“Invincible Ignorance”). 

L’édition de Lyon, 1497 ajoute ce commentaire (qui ne figure pas dans les ma- 
nuscrits) : “Articulus quartus coincidit cum tertio. Ideo dicendum sicut ad ter- 
tium.” Quelques discussions du commentaire des Sentences édité à Lyon en 1497 
contiennent des éléments qui rappellent cet intitulé : I q. 1 : "Tertius articu- 
]us est an Deus possit sine causa rationabili causare assensum vel dissensum in 
eadem creatura ipsa non coagente, ita quod haec sit vera : 'homo vel iste an- 
gelus assentit isti propositioni, sine hoc quod iste homo vel iste angelus causet 
aliquo modo talem assensum’. Et in hoc articulo similiter sine praeiudicio teneo 
conclusionem istam negativam : 'Deus non potest in aliqua creatura rationali 
causare assensum vel dissensum intellectus seu voluntatis, ipsa non coagente vel 
non concausante talem assensum vel dissensum’. Hoc persuadetur sic. Omne iu- 
dicium intellectus creati est actio intellectus creati, sed omnis assensus vel dissen- 
sus intellectus creati propositioni apprehensae est quoddam iudicium intellectus 
eiusmodi? Considérations similaires dans le livre II, q. 1, mais à propos de la 
volonté : ^Secundum opinionem quae ponit actum beatificum fruitionis totaliter 
causari a Deo, et non ab intellectu, facile est evadere. Sed quia hoc non teneo, 
dico quod partialiter causatur actus beatificus, non quod una pars eius causetur 
a Deo, et alia a creatura, sed quia Deus et creatura concurrunt ad causandum 
istum actum, sicut celum et homo concurrunt ad causandum hominem" ; ibid. 
“Quantum ad primum, est sententia communis omnium theologorum, quod Deus 
est causa immediata omnis rei productae, sic quod omni creaturae agenti, sive sit 
natura, sive voluntas, Deus coagit. Et sic imaginandum est quod in omni actione 
creaturae, quae aliquid producitur, Deus et creatura sunt duae causae partiales 
illius producti, non sic imaginando quod Deus producit unam partem effectus, et 
creatura aliam, et ob hoc dicatur causa partialis, sicut quaedam rudes imaginan- 
tur, sed ideo quia concurrunt in agendo vel causando, ut alias ostendetur. Unde 
tam causa universalis quam particularis dicitur communiter causa partialis." 
L'édition de Lyon, 1497, écrit : “De sexto articulo patuit alibi.” Dans le commen- 
taire des Sentences édité à Lyon en 1497, certaines discussions ont une proximité 
thématique avec l'intitulé de cette question : I Sent. q. 3 : la volonté produit 
son acte successive; II Sent. q. 2 : “Praeterea, omnes duae propositiones ante 
"b! instans, sit ’b’ instans in quo al erit, possunt esse simul verae, aut successive 
ante "bi instans. Sed istae propositiones sic se habent : ‘’a’ erit’, ĉa’ non erit’, 
quod utraque potest esse vera ante "bi instans, quia utraque est contingens. Sed 
non possunt esse simul verae ; igitur successive.” 
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exemple : « Holcot evidently expected to append them to some question 
on the Sentences — probably to a question on the second book »°7. 

La tradition manuscrite des « Six articles » est singuliére. Dans beau- 
coup de manuscrits, ils sont copiés à la suite de la question € Utrum 
penitenti confesso non proprio sacerdoti habenti tamen commissionem 
confessiones audiendi necesse sit eadem peccata iterum confiteri proprio 
sacerdoti |= IV, q. 5 dans l'édition Lyon 1497], sans solution de conti- 
nuité. Ils sont confondus avec le texte de cette question et pour cette 
raison les auteurs des tabulae quaestionum en fin de codex ne les re- 
pèrent pas. Le manuscrit Vatican, Ottob. lat. 591 fait la méme chose 
aux ff. 69rb-72vb (Contra tres primos articulos arguit), en identifiant 
en marge Crathorn, mais il ajoute un titre courant fort intéressant, qui 
permet de distinguer les Six articles de la question € Utrum penitenti : 
“Replicatio”. De méme le manuscrit Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de 
France, lat. 3115 porte au f. 53ra en titre courant : Quidam articuli 
replicati??. 

La présence dans la tradition manuscrite des Six articles après la ques- 
tion € Utrum penitenti (IV, q. 5) n'est pas uniquement imputable à un 
accident de transmission. En effet, par exemple dans le manuscrit Cam- 
bridge, Pembroke College 236, ils sont bien copiés derriére cette question 
(ff. 107ss €« Quatuor sunt articuli), mais sans être confondus avec elle et 
ils sont situés juste avant l'ultime question du commentaire, “de beati- 
tudine" (€ Utrum finale praemium = IV, q. 8 de l'édition Lyon 1497). 
D’aprés H. Gelber, Holcot aurait écrit les Six articles pendant l'été 1332, 
entre le commentaire des livres I et II (1331-1332) et celui des livres IV 
et III (1332-1333). Si l'on suit l'hypothése plus récente de C. Scha- 
bel d'une lecture sur un an®!, il faut placer la rédaction des Six articles 
pendant l'année 1331-1332, probablement, comme nous allons le voir, 
pendant le premier semestre 1332. 


Holcot rapporte que Crathorn l'a attaqué dans sa prima lectio super 
Bibliam. A Oxford, donc, un bachelier biblique pouvait dans sa lecon 
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TACHAU, “Robert Holcot on Contingency,” p. 163. 

FARAGO-BERMON, « Les manuscrits conservés à Paris ». SCHEPERS, “Holkot 
contra dicta Crathorn," p. 331 sqq., avait déjà remarqué cette caractéris- 
tique de la tradition manuscrite, qui semble avoir échappé à HOFFMANN, Die 
“ Conferentiae" 

FARAGO-BERMON, « Partie III : Vaticano », p. 129; « Les manuscrits conservés 
à Paris », p. 170. 

60 GELBER, It Could Have Been Otherwise, p. 94. 

61 SCHABEL, “Ockham, The Principia of Holcot and Wodeham.” 
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inaugurale sur la Bible attaquer un collégue sententiaire. Cela s'explique 
étant donné que contrairement à la pratique parisienne, la lecture sur 
la Bible était précédée à Oxford par la lecture des Sentences®?. John 
Grafton a par exemple lui aussi attaqué Wodeham in principio lectio- 
nis suae Biblicae®*. Holcot lui-même consacre une des questions de son 
Quodlibet III à réciter, pour les réfuter, les théses avancées par un so- 
cius dans sa quaestio collativa sur la Bible : sa démarche est clairement 
offensive! et montre la richesse des échanges possibles entre socii (ici, 
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Voir à ce sujet l'article de M. DUNNE dans le présent volume. 

COURTENAY, Adam Wodeham. An Introduction, pp. 106-107, cite Adam Wode- 
ham, Lectura Oxoniensis II q; 5 : “item alius socius in principio lectionis suae 
biblicae arguit contra me etc.". 

SCHEPERS, “ Holkot contra dicta Crathorn,” p. 351. Dans le manuscrit Cambridge, 
Pembroke College 236, ff. 181ra-183vb «| Utrum observantia legis Mosaycae fuit 
Iudeis meritoria vitae aeternae (= Oxford, Balliol College 246, f. 242vb-245rb), 
ed. P. MOLTENI, Roberto Holcot, O.P. : dottrina della grazia e della giustifica- 
zione con due questioni quodlibetali inedite, Pinerolo 1968, p. 174-204, Holcot 
affirme, ed. cit., p. 180A : *recitabo dicta cuiusdam socii mei, qui istum articu- 
lum nuper tractavit" Une autre version, plus courte, de cette question dans le 
manuscrit London, British Library, Royal C 10 VI, f. 168ra-169rb, affirme, ed. 
cit., p. 180B : “quidam socius introitu bibliae sic posuit? Holcot précise dans 
la version de Cambridge et d'Oxford, le titre de la question (quaestio collativa) 
posée par le socius dans sa leçon biblique inaugurale : “sciendum quod titulus a 
socio pertractatus erat talis : Utrum ex dono gratiae conferri potest beatitudo per- 
fecta alicui creaturae. Occasione cuius, loquens de merito et gratia, dicit multa.” 
Le socius a soutenu notamment trois théses “révolutionnaires” sur la grace créée, 
ed. cit., p. 181A sq. (version de Cambridge et d'Oxford) : “Et addit tunc socius 
iste quod ipse numquam legit, nec invenit aliquid de gratia informante in aliquo 
antiquo doctore, qui praecessit editionem dictae decretalis Clementis. [...] Et 
asserit quod Magister non posuit gratiam creatam animae inhaerentem [...] et 
dicit quod hoc fuit opinio Johannis Evangelistae ubi dicit : Deus charitas est [1 
Jn 8,16] Holcot continue en citant deux conclusions du socius, contre la néces- 
sité de la gráce créée de potentia Dei absoluta et en faveur d'une possibilité du 
salut sans le baptéme (exemples de Job, sauvé sans circoncision et d'un homme 
élevé depuis l'enfance sub terra et se déclarant prét à suivre la meilleure religion, 
qui serait à sa mort sauvé sine gratia vel baptismate). Holcot procéde ensuite à 
la réfutation de ce socius, ed. cit., pp. 184-188, en donnant des analyses et cita- 
tions extensives de verbo ad verbum du livre II des Sentences de Pierre Lombard 
sur la question de la grace créée, qui se terminent ainsi, dans la version plus 
étendue sur ce point de Londres, ed. cit., p. 188B : ^Haec in defensione Magistri 
Sententiarum, ne sibi per violentam calumniam imponatur, quod ex intentione 
studiosa negavit. Puis Holcot reproche au socius, ed. cit., p. 188A, d'avoir mal 
compris 1 Jn 8,16 et note qu'il a d'ailleurs « le méme jour », c'est-à-dire lors de 
son introitus Bibliae, invoqué 1 Cor. 2,15 en se trompant sur la lettre du texte 
biblique. Il exprime son indignation face à un tel niveau d'incompétence de la 
part d'un bachelier biblique, ed. cit., pp. 1884-1894 : “quae littera numquam 
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l'auteur d'un quodlibet attaquant les propos tenus par un socius dans la 
question collativa d'une prima lectio biblique). Les bacheliers bibliques 
oxoniens pouvaient donc, à la différence de ce qu'affirment de leur cóté 
les statuts de l'Université de Bologne, traiter une question lors de leur 
prima lectio ou introitus biblique. Il semble toutefois que l'on disputait 
fréquemment sur la Bible dans les couvents de prêcheurs66. Il faut aussi 


66 


fuit prius audita, sicut constat omnibus, qui in textu Sacrae Scripturae sunt exer- 
citati, qui non possunt tales erroneas allegationes patienter sustinere et maxime 
ab illis, qui se de proximo ad eiusdem sacrae paginae professionem disponunt." 
Holcot accuse ensuite le socius d'avoir commis d'autres erreurs de citations dans 
sa prima lectio, ed. cit., p. 189A, appelant la prophétesse Olda [4 Reg 22,14] 
a Odolla », Phistoriographe Théopompe « Théoponte », ou le prophète Théoda 
[Ac 5,36] « Bariochida ». Ce socius est d'ailleurs « spécialement connu pour faire 
de fausses allégations ». Puis Holcot en vient à l'examen de la troisième thèse 
du socius, ed. cit., p. 189A, qui affirme n'avoir jamais rien lu sur la grâce créée 
chez les anciens docteurs. Il lui rappelle que les anciens commentateurs des Sen- 
tences, ceux du XIIIe siècle, traitent de cette question, qui figure au deuxième 
livre des Sentences, ed. cit., pp. 189A—190A : “In hoc manifestum est quod num- 
quam legit in ista materia aliquem antiquorum tractantem de ista materia, an 
videlicet gratia sit aliqua res creata et per consequens animam informans; Al- 
bertus et sanctus Thomas et Alexander Halensis, Bonaventura, Johannes Duns, 
Enricus, Godefridus, Aegidius et omnes communiter, qui aliquid super Senten- 
tias scripserunt, illam materiam tractant. Et praeterea, sicut superius adductum 
fuit, Magister Sententiarum ponit gratiam informantem.” Holcot en conclut que 
si le socius ne les connaît pas, c'est qu'il n'a pas commenté le deuxième livre des 
Sentences et qu'il se trouve donc étre parjure (en effet, à Oxford, les bacheliers 
bibliques devaient affirmer sous serment qu'ils avaient bien lu les Sentences avant 
de commencer leur enseignement sur la Bible) : *Igitur, si socius iste numquam 
in aliquo doctore antiquo legit aliquid de gratia animam informante, sequitur 
quod numquam legit secundum librum Sententiarum, quod absit, quia tunc es- 
set periurus.” Contrairement donc à ce qu'affirme SCHEPERS, * Holkot contra dicta 
Crathorn," p. 351, Holcot ne dit pas que ce socius n'a pas commenté le second 
livre des Sentences mais que s'il ne l'avait pas fait, « il serait parjure », c'est-à- 
dire qu'il n'aurait pas le droit de commenter la Bible. Holcot conclut en faisant 
allusion à des paroles et à des écrits de son socius, ed. cit., p. 200A : *Unde 
quod ista fuit ymaginacio sua, colligi potest tam ex verbis quae dixit, quam ex 
scriptis" Fin de la question, ed. cit., p. 204A : *Sic igitur patet quod in istis quae 
de dictis huius socii recitavi, nihil fuit rationabiliter examinatum." 

I piu antichi statuti della facoltà teologica dell'Università di Bologna, ed. 
F. EHRLE, Bologna 1932, p. 21 :“Premittitur brevis collatio pro comendatione 
sacre doctrine vel librorum Sententiarum. Secundo fit protestatio.... Tertio pro- 
ponit questionem utilem et illam studiose pertractat [...] Biblici autem [...] : 
principium eorum non continet questionem, sed scripture sacre commendationem 
et partitionem ` cursorum autem principia solum commendationem scripturae." 
Voir cette remarque de C. DOUAIS, Essai sur l'organisation des études dans 
l'Ordre des frères prêcheurs au XIIIe et au XIVe siècle (1216-1342). Première 
province de Provence-Province de Toulouse. Avec de nombreux textes inédits et 
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remarquer qu'Holcot appelle lectio son sermon inaugural à la Sagesse?", 


si bien que l'expression de prima lectio (biblique) désigne l'ensemble des 
actes inauguraux : sermon inaugural et quaestio collativa. 

Pour en revenir aux Six articles, Holcot nous apprend que le public 
qui y assistait était également présent à la lecon biblique inaugurale de 
Crathorn : “sicut audistis"95. À Oxford, donc, les bacheliers et étudiants 
sententiaires se rendaient aux lecons inaugurales des bacheliers bibliques. 

Quant à Chitterne, il a attaqué Holcot “sur la matiére de la fruition, 
qui est la question 3 du livre I? Holcot ne donne pas la circonstance de 
cette attaque (un principium ?), mais bien son sujet. À moins de sup- 
poser que l'enseignement d'Holcot sur la fruition ait fait sur-le-champ 
l'objet d'une contestation sous forme de dispute, l'attaque de Chitterne 
a pu, voire a dû, avoir lieu dans un de ses principia. Car il est permis 
d'aborder différents sujets dans les principia, comme le montre le fait 
que Crathorn attaque Holcot sur trois points différents. Dans une contri- 
bution publiée en 2021, Brinzei et Schabel émettent, sans la démontrer, 
l'hypothése que Chitterne était bachelier biblique comme Crathorn lors- 
qu'il attaqua Holcot®. 

Le mot “articles” (articuli) désigne des thèses d'Holcot attaquées par 
ses collégues bacheliers. Pour évoquer leurs attaques, Holcot emploie le 


un état du personnel enseignant dans cinquante-cing couvents du midi de la 
France, Paris- Toulouse 1884, p. 123, à propos des disputes sur la Bible dans les 
couvents dominicains : “Quand les Studia Bibliae furent établis, au commence- 
ment du quatorziéme siécle, l'enseignement de la Bible, associé alors à celui des 
Sentences, ne différa pas dans son essence de celui donné jusque-là dans tous les 
couvents. Ce fut toujours le commentaire du texte. Mais là, un plus long temps 
lui fut consacré, et les exercices scolaires plus fréquents et plus solennels. Ainsi, 
on eut désormais des disputes sur la Bible comme on en avait sur la philosophie 
et la théologie. Le chapitre général de 1312, tenu à Carcassonne, ordonna que les 
Lectores Bibliae disputassent fréquemment comme les autres ; et les chapitres de 
la province de Toulouse réglérent qu'ils disputeraient dans la province au moins 
une fois tous les quinze jours." 
ROBERTUS HOLCOT, Opus preclarissimum eximii domini magistri Roberti Holkot 
super sapientiam Salomonis, ed. s.l. [Parisiis] 1489, lectio 1 (Dominus petra mea 
et robus meum ii. Regum .xxii. YArtes et scientie humanis studiis adinuente) : 
“Ut aut per studium Sacre Scripturae6 has virtutes divinitus consequamur dicam 
iam in fine lectionis illud quod scribit Cassiodorus [etc.] " 
Dans certains manuscrits cette mention audistis a été corrigée ou supprimée. 
$9 BRÎNZEI, SCHABEL, “Better off Dead,” pp. 149-150 : “In the first three articles, 
Holcot's opponent was the Dominican William Crathorn, who in his first Bible 
lecture had attacked Holcot. We may thus have reason to believe that the oppo- 
sing socius in the fourth and final article, the Franciscan Chitterne, was also a 
senior biblicus instead of a co-sententiarius.” 
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terme institerunt, ils ont assiégé, assailli ces articles. Instare est un des 
verbes standards servant à introduire les objections (instantiae) d'un 
socius dans un principium". Il en va de même pour pugnavit, impugna- 
tio (Ista impugnatio satis bene procedit contra verba mea)", que reprend 
l'explicit des Sez articuli du manuscrit Oxford, Oriel College 15, f. 210ra : 
|| Expliciunt sex articuli quos impugnaverunt viriliter qui in sententiis 
concurrebant sed Holcoth clare solvens eorum argucias quid de materie- 
bus istis sensit ingeniosissime declaravit. L'expression « qui in sententiis 
concurrebant » ne s'applique pas à Crathorn, dont Holcot affirme expli- 
citement qu'il était déjà bachelier biblique. Néanmoins, comme nous le 
verrons, les Sez articuli font référence à des étapes antérieures de la dis- 
cussion qui ont dû se dérouler avant la prima lectio de Crathorn comme 
bachelier biblique, donc quand il était sententiarius. Le cas de l’ Introitus 
in Mattheum d'Holcot montre en outre qu'un bachelier biblique pouvait 
commencer ses lecons sur la Bible en février. Il faudrait donc démontrer 
que Crathorn ne peut pas avoir été co-sententiaire d'Holcot pendant 
l'automne et l'hiver 1331, avant de devenir biblicus au début de l'année 
1332. 

L'examen attentif des quatre articles permet en effet de s'apercevoir 
qu'ils font tous allusion à une discussion qui a déjà partiellement eu lieu 
et qui se déroule en plusieurs étapes : [A] Une thèse initiale soutenue par 
Holcot ; [B] une première attaque du socius; [C] une première réponse 
d'Holcot ; [D] une réplique du socius; [E] la présente réplique d'Holcot. 
Ces étapes sont rappelées par Holcot lui-méme à son auditoire, selon un 
processus comparable à ce que fait, par exemple, Pierre d'Ailly dans son 
Principium UI”. Plus précisément, Holcot affirme que son auditoire a 


70 Cf. BARBET, Francois de Meyronnes, p. 159 [Pierre Roger] : *Sed contra istam 


rationem suo primo puncto instat iste socius multipliciter? Les objections du 
socius sont des instantiae. Cf. p. 39sq. [François de Mayronnes] : “4 instantiae 
contra istas conclusiones." 

Cf. BARBET, François de Meyronnes, p. 54 : “Unde in presenti actu solum intendo 
conferre cum illis magistris, qui in primo principio me impugnaverunt, cum aliis 
quos in primo principio impugnavi in aliis principiis collaturus"; p. 102 : “4 
conclusiones in quibus consuevit nostra scola frequenter impugnari." 

PETRUS DE ALLIACO, Questiones, ed. BRÎNZEI, p. 90 [Principium III] : Pierre 
d'Ailly récite la dubitatio d'un socius, puis y répond; puis : “ipse probavit cor- 
relarium suum”; il fait ensuite référence à une de ses réponses dans le passé : 
"secundo arguebam sic”; p. 94 : “et sic patet quod ipse non sufficienter respon- 
det ad rationes meas nec habeo respondere ad ipsas nec possunt applicari contra 
causales quas concessi sicut contra suum modum loquendi ut ipse mihi imponit 
etc. Et haec sunt dicta cum reverentia"; pp. 94-95 : il cite la dubitatio d'un 
autre socius ` “in primo principio posuit istam conclusionem..." puis la réponse 
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assisté aux étapes [A], [B] et [C]. En ce qui concerne l'étape [D], c'est 
lui, Holcot, qui dans le présent acte scolastique — les Six articles — est 
chargé de communiquer les arguments en réplique du socius à son au- 
ditoire : ad argumenta mea respondet sicut audietis’, “il [Crathorn] 
répond à mes arguments comme vous allez l'entendre (futur)? Holcot 
affirme aussi avoir mis lui-méme par écrit (scripsi) les répliques de Cra- 
thorn [étape D], qu'il cite à son auditoire lors de sa propre réplique : 
Ista scripsi cum taedio et cum verecundia recito, ne diceretur quod non 
dignarem recitare dicta socii contra me™. K. Tachau considère que le 
“scripsi” est l'indication qu'Holcot écrit les Sez articuli”. Nous pen- 
sons plutôt que les Six articles sont la reportatio d'une séance orale de 
réplique aux attaques des socii : on sait en effet que des cahiers circu- 
laient entre les socii/?. Enfin, dans sa réplique à Chitterne, à propos de 
la méme phase de la dispute [D-E], Holcot a cette phrase : Sed contra 
dicta superius [...] adhuc potest argui quatuor modis, qui solvi possunt 
ex praedictis hic vel alibi sicut placet studenti" ; “ces manières d'argu- 
menter peuvent étre résolues à partir de ce qui a été dit, ici ou ailleurs, au 
gré de l'étudiant/?? Le mot studenti figure bien dans les manuscrits. Il 


de ce socius à ses arguments : “ad haec in quarto principio respondit quod..." ; 
puis il répond à nouveau ` “sed contra istam solutionem arguo sic...” ; et cite, 
p. 96, la réplique du socius à cette nouvelle réponse : “ad istam rationem alias 
respondit. ..” ; p. 97 : “ad ista respondet in quarto principio. . .." 

HOFFMANN, Die * Conferentiae," p. 69. 

HOFFMANN, Die * Conferentiae," p. 72. 

TACHAU, “Robert Holcot on Contingency,” p. 162. 

Cf. BARBET, François de Meyronnes, p. 160 [PIERRE ROGER] : “facit in ista re- 
plicatione secunda quia quamvis quaternum meum per quindecim dies tenuerit 
tamen dicit me dixisse que numquam per me fuerunt cogitata" ; p. 161 : “si ipse 
bene inspexisset quaternum meum..." Dans le cas d'Holcot, Crathorn ne lui au- 
rait pas transmis de cahier, mais c'est Holcot lui-méme qui aurait pris en notes 
les objections de son socíus, lors d'une entrevue à laquelle son auditoire n'était 
pas présent. On trouve dans les textes édités par BARBET, François de Mey- 
ronnes, des allusions à une transmission par personne interposée des objections 
du socius : (p. 248) “contra istam solutionem non arguit socius noster quia forte 
non fuit sibi reportata” ; (p. 256) “nec scio si credam quod sic fuerit sibi repor- 
tatum"; (p. 259) *verum est quod quaternus suus habet sic.” Concernant cette 
pratique d'échange entre les socii, voir l'introduction du volume W. O. DUBA, 
The Forge of Doctrine. The Academic Year 1330-31 and the Rise of Scotism at 
the University of Paris (Studia Sententiarum, 2), Turnhout 2017, pp. 1-24. 
HOFFMANN, Die * Conferentiae," p. 115. 

Cf. pour Paris, Chartularium Universitatis Parisiensis, t. II, p. 692 n? 1188 [non 
ante a. 1335] : “Item nota quod studentes in theologia si sint seculares habent ibi 
audire per septem annos antequam admittantur ad lecturam Biblie, sed regulares 
admittuntur in sexto anno." 
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s'agit probablement d'un étudiant chargé de la reportatio de la dispute à 
qui Holcot laisse, comme on le voit, une marge de manœuvre concernant 


l'endroit ot insérer le texte de la réplique (“ici ou ailleurs”) 


79 


Les discussions d’Holcot avec son socius 
franciscain dans III, 1 (Utrum Filius Dei 
incarnari potuit). 


Les discussions d’Holcot avec son socius franciscain dans livre III, q. 1 
( Utrum Filius Dei incarnari potuit) font explicitement référence à l'ar- 
ticle 5 (4) des Sez articuli. Elles doivent étre considérées comme la 
prolongation de plusieurs discussions antérieures, comme le montre le 
tableau ci-dessous : 


III Sent. q. 1 
n? article 


Theme de l'article de III Sent. 
q.1 


Sur le voeu et le serment 


Sur le choix entre les peines 
infernales et  l'annihilation 
(discussion d'Augustin, lib. 
arb. IIT) 
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controverse contre Chitterne : 


Discussion antérieure a la- 
quelle Holcot fait allusion 
dans le cours du texte de III 
Sent. q. 1 

I, 3 qUtrum voluntas creata 
in fruendo et utendo sit li- 
bera libertate contradictio- 
nis 

IV, 7 Utrum peccator pos- 
sit satisfacere Deo pro pec- 
cato mortali 


Dans le corpus d'Holcot, il existe une série de textes qui développent la méme 
Holcot, I Sent. q. 3 a. 3; Holcot III Sent. q. 1 


(€ Utrum Filius Dei potuit incarnari) ; Holcot, Quodl. 3 q. 3 : l'article 2 de ce 
quodlibet contient la réponse de Chitterne. Sur ce point, voir SCHEPERS, * Holkot 
contra dicta Crathorn," p. 342 et TACHAU, “Robert Holcot on Contingency,” qui 
a en outre trouvé dans le manuscrit Oxford, Merton College 113, ff. 218v-233r, 
des questions théologiques anonymes qui rapportent les arguments de Chitterne 
contre la thése d'Holcot *qu'un homme pourrait par ignorance invincible jouir 
méritoirement d'une créature" (voir transcription des ff. 218vb-219ra, p. 184, 


n. 72). 


Sur la souffrance et le sui- 
cide (discussion d'Augustin, 
lib. arb. III) 


Un condamné à mort peut- 
il justement se soustraire à 
l'exécution de sa sentence? 
Celui qui adore le diable sans 
le savoir commet-il un péché 
d'idolátrie ? 

Une foi fausse est-elle méri- 
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— [V, 7 Utrum peccator pos- 
sit satisfacere Deo pro pec- 
cato mortali 

— L 1 Utrum quilibet via- 
tor existens in gratia assen- 
tiendo articulis fidei merea- 
tur vitam eternam 

IV, 7 Utrum peccator possit 
satisfacere Deo pro peccato 
mortali 

Article 5 (parfois numéroté 
4) des Sex articuli (socius 
OFM). 

Nouvelle discussion 


toire ? 
7 Abraham a-t-il cru qu'il de- Nouvelle discussion 
vait tuer son fils ? 
8 Dieu peut-il étre trompeur ? II, 2 {Utrum Deus ab eterno 


scivit se producturum mun- 
dum 


La question HI Sent. q. 1 est introduite, dans les manuscrits Oxford, 
Merton Coll. 113, f. 77va et Cambridge, Pembroke Coll. 236, f. 75ra 
par une phrase que n'a pas l'édition de Lyon, 1497 : “Ad istam questio- 
nem sic arguitur, ut articuli introducerentur super quibus socius quidam 
subtiliter inplicat contra quedam dicta. Unde ergo novem sunt articuli 
quos replicando discutimus intra nos. Primum est utrum votum [etc.].” 
« On argumente dans cette question de maniére à pouvoir introduire 
les articles à propos desquels un certain socius soulève subtilement des 
difficultés (inplicat) contre certaines affirmations. De là vient qu'il y a 
neuf articles que nous discutons entre nous en répliquant. Le premier 
demande si le vceu etc. ». Le vocabulaire inplicare (littéralement : plier, 
envelopper, créer des embrouilles) / replicare (littéralement : replier, dé- 
plier, dérouler un manuscrit, lire, parcourir, faire apparaitre en se dé- 
roulant, dérouler dans son esprit, replier un manuscrit, fermer un livre) 
est intéressant : peut-on y voir une allusion à l'envoi de plis, que le des- 
tinataire déplierait en séance de répliques ? Cette question III, 1 est en 
tout cas congue comme un compte rendu de répliques. 

Il s'agit de l'étape finale de la discussion d'Holcot avec son socius. 
Ceci confirme l'ordre observé dans la plupart des manuscrits (et que 
n'observe pas l'édition de Lyon) : le livre IV vient avant le livre III. Sur 
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onze manuscrits que nous avons décrits en détail, cinq placent le livre 
III aprés le livre IV et ont de ce fait IV, 7 juste avant III, 1. 

Les Sex articuli, auquel se réfère l'article 5 de ILL. sont antérieurs à 
cette étape de la discussion. Ils précédent dans les manuscrits la question 
IV,7 (Utrum peccator possit satisfacere Deo pro peccato mortali) et sont 
souvent copiés aprés la question IV,5 (Utrum penitenti confesso non 
proprio sacerdoti habenti tamen commissionem audiendi confessiones 
necesse sit eadem peccata iterum confiteri proprio sacerdoti). 


Les Sex articuli et la question III, 1 : quel 
statut ? 


Nous proposons donc de voir dans la question III, 1 le dernier princi- 
pium d'Holcot (principium au livre III, commenté aprés le livre IV). 
Dans cette hypothése, les Sez articuli formeraient alors un préalable à 
ce principium, disputé vers la fin du livre IV. 

Ceci pourrait permettre au demeurant d'expliquer la présence, dans 
une partie importante de la tradition manuscrite, des Six articles à la 
suite de la question € Utrum penitenti (IV, q. 5, [de iteratione confessio- 
nis]), soit un peu avant la fin des questions au livre IV des Sentences. En 
effet, dans ces manuscrits, la question IV, 5 [de iteratione confessionis] 
est suivie de deux autres questions : (Lyon IV, q. 6) [de absolutione] 
qUtrum quilibet sacerdos possit quemlibet absolvere a quocumque pec- 
cato et (Lyon IV, q. 7) [de satisfactione] Utrum peccator possit satis- 
facere deo pro peccato mortali. La question IV, q. 8 [de beatitudine], 
finale dans l'édition de Lyon, 1497, est quant à elle copiée dans le livre 
III, après la question III, 1 [de incarnatione] Utrum Filius Dei potuit 
incarnari. 

Ces questions sont donc transmises en deux séries A (« Liber quar- 
tus ») et B (« Liber tertius »), pouvant étre copiées dans l'ordre A-B 
ou B-A : 

[A : « Liber quartus » in mss] 
— (Lyon : IV, 1-4) 
— (Lyon : IV, 5) [de iteratione confessionis] 

(Lyon : Conferentiae) [sex articuli] 

— (Lyon : IV, q. 6) [de absolutione] 
— (Lyon : IV, q. 7) [de satisfactione] 
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B : « Liber tertius » in mss®°] 

— (Lyon : III, 1) [de incarnatione] 

— (Lyon : IV, q. 8) [de beatitudine] 
(Lyon : II, q. 4) [de angelo custode] 

— (Lyon : II, q. 3) [de peccato demonum] 


Sont concernés, parmi les manuscrits que nous avons pu décrire®!, les 
manuscrits suivants, qui tous copient les Six articles aprés la question 
Lyon IV, 5 : 

[A-B = « IV »-« III sl Paris, BnF, lat. 16399 ; Douai, Bibliothèque Mar- 
celine Desbordes- Valmore, 436 ; Troyes, Médiathéque de l'Agglomération 
troyenne, 634 ; Oxford, Merton Coll. 113 [+ Notula lecta Sciendum 
quod Daniel post questionem de beatitudine] ; Paris, BnF, lat. 15884 [la 
question IV, 8 de beatitudine étant copiée aprés la tabula questionum, 
mais avec l'indication qu'il faut la placer dans le livre III après le de 
incarnatione]. 

[B-A = « III »-« IV »] Paris, BnF, lat. 14576 [in tabula questionum 
A-B]; Paris, Bibl. Mazarine, 905; Paris, Bibl. Mazarine, 906 [+ post 
tabulam : De imputabilitate peccati??]; Eichstaett, UB, st 713 ; Vati- 
cano, BAV, Ottob. Lat. 591 [+ Notula lecta Sciendum quod Daniel 
post questionem de beatitudine]. 


Ces séquences tendent à étayer l'hypothése suivant laquelle Holcot a, à 
Oxford, en mai 1332, commenté le livre IV des Sentences, en intercalant 
une séance de répliques (= les Six articles). 

Ces articles se sont trouvés copiés à la suite de l’anté-pénultième question 
du livre IV, car Holcot aurait alors bouclé son enseignement sur le livre 
IV (questions Lyon IV, 6 et IV, 7). Puis il aurait en juin traité du livre 
III en une unique question, reprenant entre autres la discussion amorcée 
dans les Siz articles (= Lyon III, 1). Les copistes continentaux ont reçu 


80 Les copistes de ces manuscrits considèrent tous que ces quatre questions appar- 


tiennent au livre III, méme lorsqu'ils rencontrent un explicit (|| Amen) à la fin de 
la question [de beatitudine]. 

FARAGO-BERMON, cf. supra n. 6. 

Dans ce manuscrit, l'unique connu à ce jour du De imputabilitate peccati, la ques- 
tion de imputabilitate peccati suit avec assez de logique les questions Lyon IV, 6 
[de absolutione peccati| et Lyon IV, 7 [de satisfactione peccati]. Ce texte vient 
d'étre réattribué au carme Osbert de Pickenham : C. SCHABEL, C. LEDSHAM, 
^Robert Holcot's De imputabilitate peccati Is Actually Osbert of Pickenham's 
Utrum omne peccatum sit imputabile voluntati," in Bulletin de Philosophie Mé- 
diévale 62 (2020), pp. 335-338. 
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ces séries A = « IV » et B = « III » et ont considéré que le liber tertius 
était composé de quatre questions : Lyon III, 1; IV, 8; II, qq. 4 et 3. 


La pratique des replicationes à Oxford 


Une pratique de la réplique est attestée à Oxford (notre traduction) : 

« Quiconque dans le futur devra lire le livre des Sentences, sans avoir été 
auparavant maitre régent és arts à Oxford, pour que cette lecture lui soit 
accordée dans les formes (pro forma), doit assurer sa lecture continüment 
pendant trois trimestres d'une année, en lisant le texte pendant la ma- 
jeure partie des jours ouvrables de chaque trimestre, avec des questions 
ou des arguments en bonne et due forme selon que la matière l'exige et 
ne pas répliquer plus d'une seule fois par trimestre, sans compter les 
introductions des livres et les conclusions de ces mémes livres; en ef- 
fet les introductions et les conclusions des livres, ainsi que la citation 
des lieux textuels se rapportant à la matière traitée, n'ayant fait l'objet 
d'aucune proclamation antérieure, ne sont nullement comptées pour des 
répliques. Et c'est seulement à partir de la fin du dernier trimestre que 
l'on commence à compter le temps annuel qu'en vertu d'un autre statut 
l'on est tenu d’accomplir avant qu'un quelconque droit à répondre puisse 
accordé dans les formes" ». 

Cette disposition cherche à déterminer le moment où part le décompte 
de l'attente d'un an imposée au bachelier sententiaire qui n'a pas été ré- 
gent és arts à Oxford, pour répondre dans des disputes (responsio). On 
lui demande de commenter le livre des Sentences pendant trois trimestres 
d'une année continüment?^, On lui impose un style pédagogique : son 


55 Henry ANSTEY, Munimenta academica, or documents illustrative of academical 


life and studies at Oxford, t. I-II, London, 1868, t. II, p. 395 :“Quilibet in futu- 
rum lecturus librum sententiarum, qui prius in artibus non rexerit Oxoniae, ad 
hoc, quod hujusmodi lectura sibi cedat pro forma, per tres anni terminos suam 
lecturam continuet, per cujuslibet termini majorem partem dierum legibilium 
in legendo textum, cum quaestionibus vel argumentis rite secundum exigentiam 
materiae : non replicet pluries quam semel in termino ultra introitus librorum, 
et cessationes eorumdem ; introitus enim et cessationes librorum, ac recitatio 
locorum ad materiam propriam pertinens, non facta super hoc proclamatione 
praevia, pro replicationibus minime computantur, et a fine ultimi termini primo 
incipiat computari tempus annale, quod per alium statutum complere tenetur 
priusquam aliqua responsio sibi cedat pro forma.” SCHABEL, BRÎNZEI, “Better 
Off Dead," p. 149, attirent l'attention sur ce passage. 

L'année était divisée en quatre trimestres : la premiére partie de l'année (du 
11 octobre à mi-décembre) ; aprés Noél (du 14 janvier à une date mobile située 
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commentaire doit principalement consister en questions ou arguments. 
Le texte énumére ensuite quatre sortes d'autres pratiques « pédago- 
giques » ` l’introitus de chaque livre (dont nous avons gardé des exemples 
dûs à Richard FitzRalph et à Adam Wodeham, étudiés par M. Dunne 
dans le présent volume) ; la cessatio de chaque livre (genre auquel pour- 
rait s’apparenter le sermo finalis d'Holcot ?) ; la recitatio du Lombard ; 
les répliques. Le texte est ambigü. Il peut être lu comme une interdiction 
de répliquer plus d'une fois en-dehors des introitus et cessationes, ce qui 
laisserait entendre que ces introitus et cessationes sont eux-mémes des 
séances de répliques. En réalité, ce texte dit le contraire : les introitus, les 
cessationes et les citations du Lombard, ne sont pas comptés pour des 
répliques (« introitus enim et cessationes librorum, ac recitatio locorum 
[...] pro replicationibus minime computantur »), ce qui ne veut pas dire 
que ces séances ne pouvaient pas en adopter la forme. Le texte affirme 
qu'il faut avoir fini sa séance de répliques du dernier trimestre pour com- 
mencer à compter l'année intercalaire entre la lecture des Sentences et 
la responsio. Il prend soin en outre de limiter l'exercice des replicationes, 
qui devait rencontrer trop de succés et prendre trop de temps. 

Ce texte est le témoin d'une dissociation entre plusieurs aspects des 
Principia : le discours ou sermon faisant l'éloge du livre des Sentences, 
accompagné d'une présentation de son contenu, puis la quaestio colla- 
tiva, « œuvre spécifique du bachelier et soutenue par lui », enfin la quaes- 
tio collativa articulée avec celle des bacheliers voisins.® En refusant de 


en mars-avril); aprés Pâques (avril-mai); et après la Trinité (de mai-juin à mi- 
septembre, incluant une période de vacances). Cf. ANSTEY, Munimenta, t. II, 
p. 447 : ^Tenentur singuli Magistri regentes, fide data astricti, terminos statu- 
tos inchoandi lectiones ordinarias, et easdem terminandi, observare, scilicet, ut in 
prima parte anni in crastino S. Dionysii [10 octobre] lectiones inchoent, et octavo 
die ante Natale terminent ` post Natale autem in crastino S. Hilarii [13 janvier] 
resumant, et in vigilia Palmarum iterum terminent : et post Pascha quarta fe- 
ria post dominicam, qua cantatur *Quasi modo geniti" [premier dimanche aprés 
Páques] resumant ; et in quinta feria ante Pentecosten terminent ; et post Trinita- 
tem [premier dimanche après la Pentecôte] quarta feria resumant, et continuent 
secundum beneplacitum legentium usque ad quindecim dies ante festum S. Mi- 
chaelis [29 septembre], quia solum solet esse aliquando tempus vacationis per 
illum mensem." En 1332 Páques tombait le 19 avril, la Pentecóte le 7 juin. Les 
trimestres s'organisaient comme suit : T1, du dimanche 11 octobre au jeudi 17 
(ou vendredi 18) décembre; T2, du mardi 14 janvier au samedi 11 avril (vigile 
des Rameaux) ; T3, du jeudi 30 avril au vendredi 5 juin; T4, du jeudi 18 juin 
(Corpus Christi) au lundi 14 septembre (Sainte-Croix). 

P. GLORIEUX, « L'enseignement au Moyen Age. Techniques et méthodes en usage 
à la Faculté de Théologie de Paris, au XIII? siècle », in Archives d'histoire doc- 
trinale et littéraire du Moyen Age 35 (1968), pp. 65-186, ici pp. 139-140: A 
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compter les introitus et cessationes parmi les replicationes, ce texte ex- 
plique aussi que les replicationes adoptent une méthodologie différente 
de la quaestio ou argumentum secundum exigentiam materie. Il distingue 
donc la quaestio collativa « œuvre spécifique du bachelier » d'un genre 
qui devient nécessaire une fois que la quaestio collativa s'articule en une 
sorte de tournoi avec celle des bacheliers voisins : la séance de répliques 
(replicationes), que l'on peut considérer comme un principium en dé- 
fense ou principium défensif en réponse à des attaques préalables (cf. 
l'usage du verbe inplicare noté ci-dessus). 


Conclusions 


On peut déduire de l'examen qui vient d'étre proposé plusieurs éléments : 
— Le terme de principium n'est pas employé par Holcot, qui parle, lui, 
de prima lectio (super Bibliam). Les manuscrits qui témoignent d'un 
effort d’ordinatio emploient les expressions suivantes pour le de obiecto 
actus credendi ` articulus, prohemium, prologus ; et pour les Six articles : 
articuli, articuli replicati, replicatio. Principium désigne plutôt, semble- 
t-il, le commencement d'un livre des Sentences de Pierre Lombard. La 
typologie et la nomenclature des différents actes relatifs aux Principia 
(collatio, protestatio, quaestio collativa, prima lectio, articuli, etc.) doit 
peut-étre désormais inclure aussi les séances de replicationes. 

— Les bacheliers bibliques d'Oxford donnaient lors de leur prima lectio 
un sermon et une question. 

— Les “six articles” peuvent étre considérés comme la trace écrite, pro- 
bablement la reportatio, d'une série de répliques d'Holcot, sorte de prin- 
cipium défensif, mais le terme de principium n'y est pas employé. 

— Holcot y réplique à deux socii différents qui l'ont attaqué. 

— Ces articles font suite à un principium de Crathorn : sa “prima lectio" 
biblique. 


l'origine, les principia relévent « autant du discours et sermon que de l'exposé 
ou lecon. Il comporte essentiellement l'éloge du livre des Sentences ; ce qui im- 
plique une certaine présentation de son contenu, avec ses principales divisions. 
Le texte ou théme est choisi au gré du bachelier. Parfois de facon à pouvoir 
étre repris aux quatre principia ». « Le stade suivant est [celui] des quaestiones 
collativae. |...| Le discours ou collatio donne naissance à une question proposée 
par le bachelier et soutenue par lui. [...] [C'est] l’œuvre spécifique du bachelier 
et soutenue par lui [...]. Plus tard encore, cette quaestio collativa s'articule avec 
celle des bacheliers voisins [pour devenir une sorte de] tournoi entre les bache- 
liers sententiaires : on se répond ainsi d'une soutenance à l'autre, parfois d'un 
trimestre à l'autre, sinon méme d'une année à l'autre ». 


À la recherche des Principia 


— Ceci montre qu'à Oxford, les bacheliers bibliques pouvaient attaquer 
des bacheliers sententiaires dans leurs legons inaugurales et les senten- 
tiaires pouvaient leur répliquer. 

— Ces articles font aussi probablement suite à un principium de Chitterne 
contenant au moins un article sur la matiére de la fruition traitée dans 
la question 3 du livre I. 

— Il faut aussi poser la question d'un éventuel échange d'arguments qui 
correspondrait à l'étape [C] de la discussion ` la première réponse d'Hol- 
cot à Crathorn et à Chitterne. Car nous savons que la premiére réponse 
d'Holcot (étape [C]) a eu lieu et que son auditoire en a connaissance, 
mais nous ignorons quand elle a eu lieu. 

— L'auditoire qui assiste aux *Six articles" d'Holcot a aussi participé à la 
prima lectio biblique de Crathorn, mais il n'a pas assisté aux répliques 
de Crathorn (étape [D]) à la première réponse d'Holcot. 

— À Oxford, les bacheliers ne se transmettaient probablement pas leurs 
répliques (étape [D] de la discussion) en public [?], mais plutôt en privé, 
en téte-à-téte ou par personne interposée, le socius destinataire pou- 
vant lui-même prendre en notes les arguments de son socius (Holcot 
dit : scripsi"). Les statuts limitent d'ailleurs le nombre de séances de 
répliques par trimestre (une seule). A Paris, est attestée l'existence de 
mémoires écrits transmis par le socius auteur de la réplique. 

— À Oxford, ces séances de répliques comme actes scolastiques oraux 
pouvaient faire l'objet d'une reportatio par un étudiant (studens) ou un 
secrétaire, à qui pouvait étre laissée une marge de manoeuvre concer- 
nant l'insertion définitive du texte ou de certaines de ses parties dans le 
commentaire du maitre. 

— Si l'on accepte de voir dans les Six articles le compte-rendu d'une 
séance de répliques d'Holcot, il s'agit probablement de celle qui précéde 
le principium au livre IIL, étant donné l'existence d'une strate antérieure 
de la discussion®®. Il faut donc revoir la liste de possibles principia pro- 
posée par Tachau et Streveler et présentée ci-dessus. Nous proposons en 
effet de voir dans la question III, 1 le dernier principium d'Holcot (livre 
IIT). 


56 Dans cette hypothése, il faut revoir la datation proposée pour la lectura sur la 


Bible de Crathorn (été 1332) in GELBER, /t Could Have Been Otherwise, p. 89. 
SCHABEL, “Ockham, The Principia of Holcot and Wodeham,” date la lecture sur 
les Sentences de Crathorn de l'année 1330-1331. L'attaque de Crathorn contre 
Holcot dans sa prima lectio super Bibliam peut donc antédater la réplique que 
lui adressa Holcot dans les Sez articuli, selon nous au printemps 1332. 
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— Comme nous l'avons dit plus haut, les manuscrits Balliol Coll. 71 
et Oriel Coll. 15, qui transmettent chacun une tentative d’ordinatio, 
contiennent des copies des Six articles à la suite du De obiecto actus 
credendi, version longue. Dans le manuscrit Balliol 71, les Sez articuli 
sont amputés de la phrase introductive de leur prologue, ce qui renforce 
le lien thématique avec le De obiecto actus credendi qui les précéde 
immédiatement. Dans le manuscrit Oriel 15, le De obiecto actus credendi 
est désigné lui aussi comme un “article.” Il faut y voir une volonté de 
relier entre elles les deux discussions sur l'objet du savoir : celle du 
prologus contre Chatton et celle de l'article 1 des Six articles contre 
Crathorn. 


The Oxford Franciscan Robert 
Halifax's Principial Debate over 
Grace and Merit with His 


Pelagian Socius and Other 
Colleagues in 1332-1333 


Chris Schabel 
(IRHT, Aubervilliers)* 


Principia on the Sentences and associated replicationes, lectiones finales, 
and the like are not just fascinating sources for the debates they doc- 
ument, but, as is now well known, they can hold hidden treasures of 
information about who said what and when. By the early 1330s the 
University of Oxford hosted principial debates among the bachelors of 
the Sentences and provided for other occasions in which they could re- 
spond to bachelors of the Bible and even masters of theology. Thanks to 
the Franciscan Adam Wodeham's penchant for naming names, we know 
that in the academic year 1331-1332 his fellow bachelors of the Sentences 
at Oxford included the Dominicans Robert Holcot and John Grafton 
(who finished early and began reading the Bible), the seculars William 
Skelton and Richard Radford, and probably the Carmelite William of 
Eynesham, while the debates involved an anonymous Benedictine, the 
senior bachelors of the Bible William Crathorn OP and William Chit- 
terne OFM, as well as the new regent master Richard FitzRalph. We are 
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not so lucky for the academic year 1332-1333, in which the secular Tho- 
mas Bradwardine and the Dominican Roger Gosford were sententiarit, 
but various clues allow us to hypothesize that they lectured along with 
the seculars Richard Kilvington and Thomas Felthorp and the Francis- 
can Robert Halifax, and they debated with the new Franciscan regent 
master John of Rodington. At the end of one manuscript of Halifax's 
questions on the Sentences a text is inserted in which he responds to an 
unnamed socíus, or fellow bachelor, on the subject of grace and merit, 
and in the process refers to other anonymous bachelors and masters of 
theology, giving us hints about the people involved and the nature and 
date of their debate. This article offers an edition and analysis of this 
text, which I shall call the *Socius Text," as well as a detailed tabula of 
Halifax's Sentences questions to provide context. 


The Socius Text of Robert Halifax 


In his repertory of so-called commentaries on the Sentences, Friedrich 
Stegmüller wrote that “Robertus Halifax," also known as “Eliphat,” 
flourished around 1350 and left nine questions on books I-II of the Sen- 
tences surviving in whole or in part in thirteen manuscripts. Stegmüller 
provided the incipits and explicits for questions 1-3 and 7 of the seven 
questions for book I, the incipit for question 1 and the incipit and ex- 
plicit for the second and final question of book II, and finally, on the next 
page, the following: ^Hic ponitur conclusio quaedam ab uno socio: Quod 
homo meretur sine gratia vitam aeternam vel saltem potest mereri. Con- 
tra illam arguitur multipliciter," after which Stegmüller gave the explicit 
for the entire work.! 

A quarter-century later William J. Courtenay published some brief 
notes on *Robert of Halifax," whom he identified as a Franciscan and 
conjectured that he was born in Halifax in West Yorkshire around 1300. 


S F. STEGMÜLLER, Repertorium commentariorum in Sententias Petri Lombardi, 


vol. 1, Würzburg 1947, pp. 359-360, no. 736. K. MICHALSKI, “Le probléme de 
la volunté à Oxford et à Paris au XIV? siècle,” in Studia Philosophica II, Lviv 
(Lvov) 1937, pp. 233-365, also printed separately with pagination 1-133 and 
reprinted in /dem, La philosophie au XIV* siécle. Sir études, ed. K. FLASCH, 
Frankfurt 1969, pp. 279—413, at p. 19 (p. 299 in reprint), had provided a confused 
list of seven witnesses (one of Thomas Buckingham, but another combining two 
of Halifax). Adding to an earlier publication of Michalski and an article by 
Pelster, A. LANG, Die Wege der Glaubensbegrundung bei den Scholastikern des 
14. Jahrhunderts (Beitráge zur Geschichte der Philosophie und Theologie des 
Mittelalters, 30), Münster 1931, p. 155 n. had listed nine manuscripts. 


Halifax's Principial Debate 


Courtenay added four manuscripts to Stegmüller's catalogue, bringing 
the total to seventeen (although one was destroyed in the Second World 
War), and then listed all nine questions according to four of the wit- 
nesses, suggesting that the first question might be Halifax's first princi- 
pium.? Yet Stegmüller's “conclusio quaedam ab uno socio" is not men- 
tioned anywhere. Likewise, in her 2016 article on the Madrid witness, 
not one of Courtenay's four, Monica Brinzei listed the nine questions 
but did not refer to the Socius Tezt.? 

It turns out that the reason for these omissions is that only one ma- 
nuscript, Vat. lat. 1111, contains the Socius Text, after the Sentences 
questions, on folios 86ra-89va. Stegmüller's attribution of the Socius 
Text to Halifax was no doubt on the solid basis that it follows imme- 
diately after Halifax's Sentences questions and ends with the colophon 
“Explicit Lectura fratris Roberti Alifas super Sententias" As the tab- 
ula in Appendix II below shows, each of the nine questions of Halifax's 
Lectura survives on average in ten manuscripts, many of which are from 
the mid-fourteenth century. The work was already quite popular at 
Paris in the 1340s, especially with the Cistercians Jean de Mirecourt 
and Pierre Ceffons, as Konstanty Michalski, John Murdoch, and Jean- 
Francois Genest have shown.^ With full apparatus, the Lectura would 
probably require around 1000 pages to print, but what we know already, 
together with the edition of the Socius Text in Appendix I, allows us to 


À W.C. COURTENAY, “Some Notes on Robert of Halifax, O.F.M.," Franciscan Stud- 
ies 33 (1973), pp. 135-142. 

* M. BRÎNZEI, “The Questions on the Sentences in Manuscript BH MSS 58 from 
the Biblioteca Histórica de la Universidad Complutense de Madrid," Pecia Com- 
plutense 13/24 (2016), pp. 45-59. 

See, for example, the parallel passages in MICHALSKI, “Le probléme de la vol- 
unté,” pp. 114-115 (reprint pp. 394-395); J.E. MURDOCH, “From Social into In- 
tellectual Factors: An Aspect of the Unitary Character of Late Medieval Learn- 
ing," in The Cultural Context of Medieval Learning: Proceedings of the First 
International Colloquium on Philosophy, Science, and Theology in the Middle 
Ages, September 1973, ed. Idem, E.D. SYLLA, Dordrecht 1975, pp. 271-338, 
n. 106 on p. 331 and n. 122 on p. 333, and Idem, “Subtilitates Anglicanae in 
Fourteenth-Century Paris: John of Mirecourt and Peter Ceffons," in Machaut's 
World: Science and Art in the Fourteenth Century, ed. M. COSMAN, B. CHAN- 
DLER, New York 1978, pp. 51-86, at pp. 56-57 and notes on pp. 72 and 77; 
J.-F. GENEST, P. VIGNAUX, “La bibliothéque anglaise de Jean de Mirecourt: 
subtilitas ou plagiat?" in Die Philosophie im 14. und 15. Jahrhundert. In 
memoriam Konstanty Michalski (1879-1947), ed. O. PLUTA, Amsterdam 1988, 
pp. 275-301, at pp. 281-283. 
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put forward some tentative historical conclusions while not neglecting 
the doctinal context.? 


Dating Robert Halifax's Sentences Lectures 


In 1937, Konstanty Michalski asserted that “Robert Halifax enseignait 
les Sentences à Oxford aprés 1332," based on Halifax's citation of Adam 
Wodeham, who, Michalski claimed, “en cette méme année, achevait sa 
lectura d’Oxford.”® In his article on Halifax, Courtenay followed Michal- 
ski's reasoning, at that time dating Wodeham's Sentences lectures — 
correctly, I have argued" — to 1331-1332. Courtenay judged that Hali- 
fax would not have quoted Wodeham ^by name as an authority before 
1333 or 1334,"? and that Halifax's later availability in Paris, where it was 
cited by Gregory of Rimini, Jean de Mirecourt, and Pierre Ceffons in the 
1340s, fixed the terminus ante quem at about 1340. Since Halifax was 
later the 56th Franciscan lector at Cambridge, which required him to be 
a master of theology, if Moorman and Emden were correct that Halifax 


While working on this paper other current work on Halifax came to my attention: 
Edit Anna Lukács has three pertinent forthcoming papers in conference proceed- 
ings, “Robert Halifax, Oxford Calculator of Shadows,” “Robert of Halifax and 
the Middle Act of the Will,” and “Martyrs Who Do Not Die: Robert Halifax 
on Supererogation,” and with Monika Michatowska she plans to edit questions 
5 and 6. 

MICHALSKI, “Le probléme de la volunté,” p. 19 and n. 3 (reprint p. 299), where 
via a slip of the pen the great Polish scholar states of Halifax: “car il est cité 
par Adam Wooodham,” rather than the other way around. Perhaps this is why 
(explicitly following Emden) MURDOCH, “From Social into Intellectual Factors,” 
p. 323, wrote that “We do know that his Lect. Sent. were before 1332,” although 
he went on to mention in parentheses Courtenay’s “slightly later” dating, ob- 
viously without understanding Courtenay’s reasoning. In n. 3 Michalski also 
inaccurately quotes from question 4 in Paris, BnF, lat. 14514, f. 295vb. Both 
errors are corrected later, p. 79 and n. 4 (reprint p. 359). See also the comment 
in COURTENAY, “Some Notes on Robert of Halifax,” p. 136, and the quotation 
of the same passage in W.J. COURTENAY, Adam Wodeham. An Introduction to 
His and Writings (Studies in Medieval and Reformation Traditions, 21), Lei- 
den 1978, pp. 118-119 n. 6. LANG, Die Wege der Glaubensbegrundung, p. 155 n., 
noted that the single question in Wien, Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, 1511, 
is assigned to Oxford in the colophon on f. 110v: “Incipit questio determinata 
per magistrum Eliphat Oxonie in Anglia super primum Sententiarum.” 

T C. SCHABEL, “Ockham, the Principia of Holcot and Wodeham, and the Myth of 
the Two-Year Sentences Lecture at Oxford," Recherches de Théologie et Philoso- 
phie Médiévales 87 (2020), pp. 59-102, at pp. 66-72. 

COURTENAY, “Some Notes on Robert of Halifax," p. 137. 


Halifax's Principial Debate 


was regent master at Cambridge ca. 1336, Courtenay hypothesized that 
Halifax would have read the Sentences ca. 1334. 

Troubled, however, by a marginal reference on folio 34r of Vat. lat. 
1111, “contra Summam Bradwardini,” ie., the De causa Dei, a text 
that circulated in final form in 1344 but was based in part on Tho- 
mas Bradwardine's Sentences lectures from “around 1333,” Courtenay 
preferred to date Halifax's Sentences lectures to ca. 1336-1338, “as- 
suming that the marginal reference in the Vatican manuscript is not a 
later insertion”? Courtenay did not date Halifax in the pertinent en- 
try of his book Adam Wodeham of 1978,!? although elsewhere he listed 
him among authors active by 1335,!! but in his Schools and Scholars of 
1987 he stated that Halifax “read the Sentences, probably at Oxford, 
during the second half of the 1330s.”!? The latest dating, by Kimberly 
Georgedes, follows Courtenay except that in the abstract she declares 
that his questions were “probably written c. 1334 at Oxford although 
the dating is uncertain.” 

Now that excellent color images of the manuscript are online, one can 
see that the reference to Bradwardine (in the upper part of the margin 
on folio 34rb) is definitely a later insertion in Vat. lat. 1111. First, 
the manuscript itself was produced at Paris and the hand is very similar 
to the Troyes manuscripts of the works of Pierre Ceffons from the mid- 
1350s. (Unfortunately, just as the scribe of Troyes 62 could not always 
decipher Ceffons’ autograph of his Sentences questions, the scribe of Vat. 
lat. 1111 had trouble with his English exemplar.) Second, the marginal 
comment, which reads “Contra Summam Thome [s.L.] Bradwardini qui 
dicit quod Deus est acceptor personarum,” is not in the same hand as the 
text. Given that by the late 1340s Bradwardine's De causa Dei was very 
well known among Augustinian and Cistercian authors at Paris, such a 
basic remark as “this is against the Summa of Thomas Bradwardine, 
who says that God is an acceptor personarum,” could easy have been 
added by any theologian at Paris in the 1350s or 1360s. Third, in the 
text itself Halifax merely states that “Deus aequaliter se habet ad omnes 
homines cum faciunt quod in ipsis est pro salute habenda,” which means 


COURTENAY, “Some Notes on Robert of Halifax,” p. 139. 

COURTENAY, Adam Wodeham, pp. 118-120. 

COURTENAY, Adam Wodeham, p. 1. 

W.J. COURTENAY, Schools and Scholars in Fourteenth-Century England, Prince- 
ton 1987, p. 272. 

K. GEORGEDES, “Robert of Halifax,” in Encyclopedia of Medieval Philosophy, 
ed. H. LAGERLUND, 2 vols., Heidelberg 2011, vol. 2, pp. 1153b-1155b. 
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that Halifax is presenting the opposite opinion rather than attacking 
Bradwardine's, so that, pace Courtenay, these marginalia are not always 
“identifying Halifax’s sources and opponents.”!4 

In any case, one is puzzled by Courtenay’s remark five years later 
in Adam Wodeham that “Robert of Halifax referred to Bradwardine’s 
Summa in a passage that is an integral part of his Commentary on the 
Sentences and thus could not have been inserted by a later scribe"? 
Courtenay provides no reference to any such citation, so this must be 
a slip of the pen, a misreading of his own article on Halifax, which is 
already a misrepresentation of the situation. This is significant, be- 
cause this was also the basis for Courtenay’s claim that Bradwardine’s 
Summa “must have been accessible in England in some form similar to 
its present structure before 1340, possibly as early as 1336716 With- 
out the Halifax reference, the first unambiguous use of Bradwardine's 
De causa Dei seems to be in two detailed and accurate marginal refer- 
ences in the Sentences questions of Gregory of Rimini. In his article 
on Halifax Courtenay dated Rimini's questions to 1342-1343, but based 
on numerous colophons for book I dating the text to 1344 and a papal 
letter of 12 January 1345 that postdates the lectures, we now know that 
the written questions were based on lectures given in 1343-1344,!? that 
is, just when Bradwardine was completing his work. The colophon to 
De causa Dei records that it was completed (perscriptum) in London in 
1344, which in our terms means between 25 March 1344 and 25 March 
1345, given the dating system employed in England at the time. Brad- 
wardine had already published some of the ideas and words that would 
end up in De causa Dei in his Lectura on the Sentences in 1332-1333 and 


14 COURTENAY, “Some Notes on Robert of Halifax," p. 139. 


COURTENAY, Adam Wodeham, p. 117, n. 5. 

COURTENAY, Adam Wodeham, p. 117, n. 5. 

GREGORIUS ARIMINENSIS, Lectura super primum et secundum Sententiarum II, 
d. 29, q. 1, a. 1, and dd. 38-41, q. 1, a. 2, in Gregorii Ariminensis OESA 
Lectura super primum et secundum Sententiarum, vol. VI, ed. V. MARCOLINO, 
W. SIMON, V. WENDLAND (Spátmittelalter und Reformation. Texte und Unter- 
suchungen, 11), Berlin 1980, pp. 131.20 and 298.9. 

V. MARCOLINO, “Einleitung,” in Gregorii Ariminensis OESA Lectura super pri- 
mum et secundum Sententiarum, vol. I (Spätmittelalter und Reformation. Texte 
und Untersuchungen, 6), Berlin 1981, pp. xi-ciii, at pp. xi-xiii and the colophons 
for book I in manuscripts BDKO'PQSTUVWYd on pp. xxii-xlvi (as well as 
lost witnesses). The correct dates are in COURTENAY, Schools and Scholars, 
pp. 164-165. 

THOMAS BRADWARDINUS, De causa Dei contra Pelagium et de virtute causarum 
ad suos Mertonenses libri tres, ed. H. SAVILE, London 1618, p. 876. 
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even more in a magisterial determinatio from 1338-1339 or 1339-1340, 
but citing the Summa itself probably could not have been done before 
the spring of 1344.20 

Courtenay's remark that Halifax would probably not have cited Wode- 
ham by name before 1333 or 1334 is also questionable. Even if this 
statement were true, in his later Adam Wodeham Courtenay quietly dis- 
tinguished between “the earlier text” in Paris, BnF, lat. 15880, which 
has in the text “opinio cuiusdam valentis,” and “the later text” in Paris, 
BnF, lat. 14514, quoted by Michalski, where the text reads “opinio 
Ade?! Thus we can only state that the earliest Halifax could have lec- 
tured on the Sentences is in 1332-1333, the year after Wodeham. The 
indications are that Franciscan William Chitterne, the 53rd lector at 
Cambridge, read the Sentences at Oxford in 1330-1331 and lectured on 
the Bible there in 1331-1332.2? All else being equal, and in keeping 
with Courtenay's initial hypothesis, Halifax, the 56th lector at Cam- 
bridge, could have lectured on the Sentences at Oxford in 1333-1334, 
the year after Bradwardine, whom we now know gave his own Sentences 
lectures in 1332-1333.?? In any case, it does not seem that we can push 
Halifax's Cambridge regency beyond 1337-1338, making 1334-1335 the 
latest date for an Oxonian lecture series on the Sentences, followed by 
the Bible lectures the following year, and a rapid promotion to the magis- 
terium. The possibilities are thus 1332-1333, 1333-1334, and 1334-1335 
for Halifax's year as sententiarius. 

Internal evidence from Vat. lat. 1111 seems to tie Halifax's year as 
sententiarius to the regency of the Franciscan John of Rodington. There 
are two marginal references to Rodington in Vat. lat. 1111, although ina 
later hand. The first is on folio 29rb in question 4, article 3, dubium 2 of 
Halifax: the scribe of the main text wrote “Opinio cuiusdam magistri,” 


20 For the determinatio, see J.-F. GENEST, “Les premiers écrits théologiques de 


Bradwardine: textes inédits et découvertes récentes,” in Mediaeval Commen- 
taries on the Sentences of Peter Lombard. Volume I: Current Research, ed. 
G.R. Evans, R.L. FRIEDMAN, Leiden 2002, pp. 395-421, at pp. 413-421. 
COURTENAY, Adam Wodeham, p. 118 n. 6. 

C. SCHABEL, M. BriNZEI, “Better off Dead: The Latitude of Human Misery in 
the Oxford Replicationes of the Dominican Robert Holcot and the Parisian Prin- 
cipia of the Cistercian Jean de Mirecourt and Pierre Ceffons," in A Question of 
Life amd Death. Living and Dying in Medieval Philosophy, ed. J.-M. COUNET 
(Rencontres de Philosophie Médiévale, 26), Turnhout 2022, pp. 145-184, at 
pp. 148-150. 

For the data on this, see S. KrrANOV, C. SCHABEL, ^Thomas Bradwardine's 
Questions on Grace and Merit from His Lectura on the Sentences, 1332-1333," 
Archives d'histoire doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen Áge 89 (2022), pp. 163-236. 
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but a later hand added “scilicet Johannis Rydenthon,” where the text 
itself criticizes what “iste magister" granted on sins of omission and 
goes on to refute a number of Master Rodington's theses on continuous 
and instantaneous merit and reward taken verbatim from Rodington's 
Quodlibet, question 5 (Utrum omne peccatum sit malum), article 3: 


John of Rodington, Quodlibet, q. 5, 
a. 3 (Assisi, Diblioteca del Sacro 
Convento di San Francesco, 106, 
f. 143rb-va; Paris, BnF, lat. 15561, 
f. 242va-b) 


Respondeo quod non sequitur quod 
continuans actum meritorium per 
horam aliquid novum meretur plus 
quam in primo instanti, si ille actus 
maneat aequalis per totam horam et 
cetera sint paria, nec in prima parte 
proportionali plus quam in tertia, et 
sic non sequitur quod in infinitum 
meretur. Unde propter responsionem 
pono aliquas conclusiones. 


Prima conclusio est quod semper 
novum praemium et meritum prae- 
cedit nova deliberatio vera vel inter- 
pretativa. 


Secunda conclusio, quod aliquis 
homo potest mereri continue per 
aliquod tempus breve et in fine non 
plus debetur sibi de merito quam in 
principio. 


Tertia conclusio, quod per nullum 
tempus homo meretur continue aug- 
mentum praemii per actum contrac- 
tum per idem tempus sub eodem 
gradu. 


Quarta conclusio, quod omne meri- 
tum instantaneum est temporale. 


Robert Halifax, Lectura in Sententias 
I, q. 4, a. 3, dubium 2 


Ex iam dictis patet quod alia con- 
clusio quam tenet iste magister sit 
falsa, scilicet quod continuans actum 
meritorium per aliquod tempus, puta 
per horam, nihil novum plus meretur 
quam in primo instanti quando primo 
habuit actum, et hoc, ut ipse ponit, 
si iste actus maneat aequalis per to- 
tam horam et cetera sint paria, ita 
quod solum ex continuatione tempo- 
ris non sit iste actus magis meritorius 
nec habens istum plus meretur quam 
in primo instanti. 

Ex istis sequitur quod alia conclu- 
sio istius magistri est falsa, quae est 
quod semper novum meritum prae- 
cedit nova deliberatio vera vel inter- 
pretativa. 

Ex istis patet quod alia conclusio is- 
tius magistri est similiter falsa, quae 
est quod homo potest mereri continue 
per aliquod tempus breve et in fine 
non plus debetur a Deo de praemio 
sibi quam in principio. 

Ex istis sequitur quod alia conclu- 
sio quam ponit idem doctor est falsa, 
scilicet quod per nullum tempus 
meretur homo continue per actum 
contractum uniformiter ad novum 
praemium. 


Quinta conclusio, quod impossibile 
est quod homo minus mereatur per 
instans quam per hoc tempus, et mi- 
nus per illud instans quam per illud 
tempus et illud, et sic de singulis. 


Sexta conclusio, quod si aliquis con- 
tinue intendat actum meritorium, ita 
quod nihil illius actus producat post 
primum instans subito, non debetur 
sibi praemium post primum instans 
pro tali actu. 


Septima conclusio, quod non quaeli- 
bet mora temporis auget meritum vel 
demeritum. 


Sed contra... Ad istud dico quod 
auctoritates istae sic intelliguntur 
quod graviora sunt crimina quando 
quis continuat ultra tempus in quo 
posset deliberare et paenitere de eis. 
Sed contra... Dico quod non proprie 
pro hac more, sed continuatio per 
talem moram qua quis posset pae- 
nitere, et ideo continuans per talem 
moram notabilem gravius peccat. 
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Ex istis sequitur conclusio una quae 
opponitur quintae conclusioni istius 
doctoris... nam conclusio sua est 
quod impossibile est quod homo mi- 
nus mereatur per instans quam per 
tempus. 

Ex ista sequitur quod alia conclusio 
illius doctoris est falsa, scilicet quod 
si quis continue intendat actum me- 
ritorium, ita quod nihil illius per pri- 
mum instans producatur subito, nul- 
lum debetur sibi praemium post pri- 
mum instans pro tali actu. 

Ideo teneo oppositum «7?*» [5?*] 
conclusionis suae, scilicet quod quae- 
libet mora temporis auget meritum 
vel demeritum. 

Sed respondet iste doctor quod bene 
graviora sunt crimina propter moram 
talem quando quis continuat ultra 
tempus in quo posset deliberare et 
paenitere de eis, et ideo, ut dicit, con- 
tinue peccat per talem moram in qua 
quis potest paenitere et prohibetur 
se et non proprie alia mora peccati, 
et propter hoc nullus peccat praecise 
propter moram in peccato nisi con- 
tinuans per talem moram notabilem 
in qua bene potest deliberare et non 
deliberat. 


In the second case, on folio 38ra in Halifax's question 5, article 2, sub- 
article 2, there is only a marginal reference in a later hand, “Contra 
Ridenton," but the text itself is telling: “Ex ista conclusione sequitur 
quod conclusio una (11è V!?) cuiusdam doctoris quam primo dixit in 
determinatione sua prima est falsa, quae est quod aliquis meretur con- 
tinue et non habet plus de merito ex continuatione," that is, the same 
doctrinal context as the previous critique of Rodington. The way that 
Halifax refers to the first determinatio of his order's regent master sug- 
gests that this was part of Rodington's inception procedure, which may 
not survive. Accordingly, unlike in the section against Rodington in 
question 4, the section in Halifax's question 5 does not correspond ver- 
batim to Rodington's Quodlibet, although there are close parallels, but 
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Halifax again appears to be trying to quote Rodington verbatim and he 
identifies specific theses, even by number: 


Ex dictis sequitur quod 6? conclusio sua est falsa, quae est quod 
non potest aliquis continue mereri plus et plus... Et ex istis se- 
quitur quod alia [pro 7*?] conclusio sua est falsa, quae est quod 
eliciens actum meritorium non oportet quod plus mereatur quam 
prius... Item, sequitur quod 9? conclusio sua est falsa, quae est 
quod impossibile est de lege communi quod aliquis mereatur minus 
per instans quam per tempus... Item, patet quod haec conclusio 
est falsa qua dicit quod nulla mora auget meritum nisi cadat sub 
praecepto... 


It is possible that in his inception Rodington discussed many points he 
would later recycle in his Quodlibet, at least in written form. 

If Halifax was citing Rodington's determinatio from his inception, he 
was not alone. Courtenay found that in question 6 of his Ordinatio on 
book IV of the Sentences Adam Wodeham also referred to this event:?* 
“Ad istam potest argui argumento Rodinton in sua inceptione.” The 
issue at stake had to do with sins of omission, which is the topic on 
which Halifax began his critique of Rodington in his question 4 before 
switching to Rodington's Quodlibet: *Et ita male concedit iste magister 
qui concedit quod ista omissio est in infinitum minus mala quam sit a 
actus bonus.” 

John of Rodington was the 56th lector of the Minorites at Oxford. In 
Adam Wodeham, Courtenay suggested that Rodington was regent mas- 
ter in 1332-1333, while in Schools and Scholars he put it at ^around 
1333-1334."2° This vacillation may have something to do with previous 
uncertainty about the date of Wodeham's Sentences lectures, which I 
have since argued were given in 1331-1332.26 Courtenay inferred from 
Wodehamvs reference to Rodington's inception that Rodington “became 
regent master of the Franciscans before Wodeham completed his Oxford 
lectures on the Sentences.”?" It is just as likely, however, that Roding- 
ton merely incepted as master in the spring of 1332 during Wodeham's 
lectures and then served as regent master in 1332-1333. 

Halifax's ties to Rodington run deep. The six questions of Rodington’s 
Quodlibet from his year as regent master, presumably held either at 


24 COURTENAY, Adam Wodeham, p. 82 n. 159, Paris, Sorbonne 193, f. 222vb (old 
numbering 173vb). 

COURTENAY, Adam Wodeham, p. 83; COURTENAY, Schools and Scholars, p. 267. 
SCHABEL, “Ockham, the Principia of Holcot and Wodeham," pp. 66-72. 
COURTENAY, Adam Wodeham, p. 82. 
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Advent 1332 or Lent 1333, survive in at least seven manuscripts.?? In 
one of the codices of Rodington's Quodlibet, Paris, BnF, lat. 15561, the 
text on folios 230r-245v is oddly interrupted by the tabula quaestionum 
of Halifax’s Sentences on folios 243v-244r. Moreover, in Paris, BnF, 
lat. 15888, which contains Halifax's questions on book I and the start 
of book II, a note in the upper right margin at the beginning of the first 
question on folio 183ra reads “Ista questio prima durans per cisternum 
cum dimidio videtur coincidere cum illa Olkot et Rodinton: an Deus 
iuste gubernet universum, et est bona in quarto de commensuratione 
meriti et praemii," which question does not correspond to anything in 
Rodington's Sentences, but it does recall the sixth and final question of 
Rodington's Quodlibet: Utrum gubernator humani generis iuste gubernat 
genus humanum. 

At one point in what is labelled article 3 of the Socius Text, Halifax 
brings up the thesis “that perplexity between two sins is possible for 
someone existing in grace.” Halifax then relates that one socius responds 
with something about God's concurrence, and then Halifax says that 
“iste socius in principio quando intravit" supported this opinion with 
many authorities and arguments. Rather than debate the issue, Halifax 
remarks that he is satisified with the responses to these arguments of “a 
reverend master and lord," in this context a master of theology. Later 
Halifax singles out “one or two” of the master’s arguments as particularly 
forceful. So a socius, a reverend master and lord, and Halifax debated 
this question in the same year. It just so happens that Rodington's 
fourth quodlibetal question is entitled Utrum existens in gratia possit 
esse perplexus inter duo peccata. The above suggests that the Franciscan 
Robert Halifax lectured on the Sentences in Oxford in 1332-1333 while 
John of Rodington served as Franciscan regent master. 


?5 The questions and witnesses are listed in R. KEELE, “Oxford Quodlibeta from 


Ockham and Holcot,” Theological Quodlibeta in the Middle Ages. The Four- 
teenth Century, ed. C. SCHABEL (Brill’s Companions to the Christian Tradition, 
T), Leiden 2007, pp. 651—692, at pp. 689-691, to which we should add Klosterneu- 
burg, Stiftsbibliothek 307, ff. 1ra-18ra. On Rodington, see especially J. LECH- 
NER, “Die Quästionen des Sentenzenkommentars des Johannes von Rodington 
O.F.M.," Franziskanische Studien 22 (1935), pp. 232-248, and Idem, “Johannes 
von Rodington O.F.M. und sein Quodlibet de conscientia," Aus der Geisteswelt 
des Mittelalters. Studien und Texte; Martin Grabmann zur Vollendung des 60. 
Lebensjahres von Freunden und Schülern gewidmet, ed. A. LANG, J. LECHNER, 
M. SCHMAUS (Beitráge zur Geschichte der Philosophie und Theologie des Mit- 
telalters, Supplementband, 3), Münster 1935, pp. 1125-68. 
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There is more. Michael V. Dougherty, a champion in the fight against 
the plagiarism that plagues our field, has written an article on this is- 
sue, editing and contextualizing the brief quodlibetal question 24 of the 
Dominican Richard Knapwell, Utrum homo possit esse perplexus, dated 
to the mid-1280s. In tracing the history of *medieval moral dilemma 
theory" in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, Dougherty remarks that 
in the fourteenth century “the emphasis generally shifted to the more 
restricted question of whether innocent agents could even be subject to 
moral dilemmas.” Via a footnote in a work of William J. Courtenay, 
Dougherty himself listed three such treatments: first, John of Roding- 
ton's above-mentioned quodlibetal question Utrum existens in gratia 
possit esse perplexus inter duo peccata; second, Robert Halifax's An ez- 
istens in gratia possit esse perplexus inter duo peccata, the incomplete 
article 3 concluding his incomplete final question 9, immediately before 
the text edited below in Vat. lat. 1111; and third, the secular theolo- 
gian Richard Kilvington's question 6 on the Sentences, Utrum aliquis 
nisi forte in poena peccati possit esse perplexus in his quae pertinent ad 
salutem.?? It is unlikely to be a coincidence that these three questions 
were authored at the same place, Oxford, and around the same time. 
We know from other sources that Richard Kilvington read the Sentences 
between the fall of 1332 and the spring of 1335, so 1332-1333 fits in per- 
fectly.% In this section of the Socius Text, Halifax may be describing 


29 M.V. DOUGHERTY, “Richard Knapwell and Medieval Moral Dilemma Theory,” 


Recherches de Théologie et Philosophie Médiévales 80 (2013), pp. 225-258, esp. 
pp. 254—255 and n. 100, citing W.J. COURTENAY, “Philosophy in the Context of 
Sentences Commentaries,” in Il commento filosofico nell’Occidente latino (sec- 
oli XIII-XV), ed. G. FIORAVANTI, C. LEONARDI, S. PERFETTI (Rencontres de 
Philosophie Médiévale, 10), Turnhout 2002, pp. 445—467, at p. 462 n. 29. 

See the argument in KrTANOV, SCHABEL, “Thomas Bradwardine’s Questions 
on Grace and Merit”: Kilvingon was termed master of arts on 26 September 
1331 (and he was not a socius of Wodeham and Holcot in 1331-1332) and called 
bachelor of theology on 28 August 1335. Pace Norman KRETZMANN and Barbara 
Ensign KRETZMANN in the introduction to their translation of The Sophismata 
of Richard Kilvington, Cambridge 1990, p. xxviii and n. 44, there is no evidence 
that *Kilvington, along with Bradwardine, FitzRalph, Burley, Robert Holcot, 
and others" were “part of [Richard de] Bury's household as early as 1334-57 
Their source is a passage applying to no date but stating that Kilvington and 
the others were already masters of theology, in WILLIELMUS DE CHAMBRE, Con- 
tinuatio historiae Dunelmensis, c. 1, in Historiae Dunelmensis scriptores tres, 
ed. J. RAINE, London 1839, p. 128: ^...et plures semper clericos habuit in 
sua familia. De quibus fuit Thomas Bradwardyn... et Ricardus Fyzt Rauf... 
Walterus Burley, Johannes Maudit, Robertus Holcot, Ricardus de Kylwygton, 
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a disputation involving the bachelor Kilvington and the Franciscan re- 
gent master Rodington in which Halifax himself participated, although 
Bradwardine may also have played a role, as we shall see. 

Who else lectured on the Sentences in 1332-1333? Since we now 
know that the Dominican Robert Holcot lectured on the Sentences with 
Wodeham in 1331-1332, then the person Holcot introduced in his sermo 
finalis to succeed him, Roger Gosford, must have been the Dominican 
bachelor in 1332-1333.?! Finally, as mentioned, Thomas Bradwardine 
lectured on the Sentences at Oxford in 1332-1333, which, if the above 
hypothesis is correct, would mean that Bradwardine was a fellow sen- 
tentiarius of both Robert Halifax and Richard Kilvington. It is thus 
fitting that Elzbieta Jung now argues that Richard Kilvington was in- 
deed a socius of Bradwardine, carrying on a dialogue in their Sentences 
lectures over Bradwardine's assertion (and its interpretation) that all 
things happen of necessity.?? Although he does not mention Bradwar- 
dine's name, Halifax deals at some length with Bradwardine's thesis in 
question 8, article 3, on whether there can be any certitude in what God 
or an angel reveals about future contingents. The first side argues that 
there cannot be, but the opposing opinion is that it is necessary for the 
future to be future. In response Halifax innumerates all the absurdities 
that he thinks follow “if all futures necessarily were future," on account 
of which he will not bother to argue against this opinion in general, 
“nor did I perfectly hear (audivi) their way of putting it in particular," 


omnes doctores in theologia..." Kilvington was likely in Oxford in 1334-1335 
and may not have joined Richard de Bury's household until 1342. 

SCHABEL, “Ockham, the Principia of Holcot and Wodeham,” pp. 61-66. 

See E. JUNG, R. PODKONSKI, “Mathematical Imagination in Fourteenth-Century 
Natural Philosophy — the Case of the Endless Helix Line," forthcoming, and the 
introduction to E. JUNG and M. MICHAŁOWSKA, eds., Richard Kilvington Talks 
to Thomas Bradwardine on Future Contingents, Free Will, and Predestination: 
A Critical Edition of Question 4 from Quaestiones super libros Sententiarum, 
Leiden, forthcoming. Perhaps under the impression that Kilvington could not 
have read the Sentences before 1333, J.-F. GENEST, “Le De futuris contingentibus 
de Thomas Bradwardine," Recherches Augustiniennes 14 (1979), pp. 249-336, at 
p. 253 and n. 26 remarked that in what turns out to have been question 6 of the 
future Doctor Profundus’ Lectura on the Sentences, perhaps even his principium 
on book III, Bradwardine mentioned the arguments of a “socius” refuting the 
opinion *quod omnia eveniunt necessario," then later, at p. 268 and n. 82, Genest 
noted that in his question 4 Kilvington argued explicitly against “Bradwardin, 
dicens omnia evenire de necessitate," but Genest did not consider the possibility 
that Kilvington was the socius and that the arguments that Bradwardine cited 
were given orally. 
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a phrase that suggests that Halifax was quite close even if perhaps not 
in the audience when Bradwardine said this. 

Although it is still possible that Robert Halifax read the Sentences at 
Oxford in 1333-1334 or the following year, the weight of the available 
evidence favors 1332-1333. It is hoped that future research will decide 
the matter definitively. 


Grace and Merit in Halifax's Sentences 
Questions and in the Socius Text 


Oxford in the 1330s was obsessed with grace and merit, and this topic 
dominated the principial and other debates at Oxford in the early 1330s: 
among the Franciscan Adam Wodeham, the Dominican Robert Holcot, 
their other socii, and the new Master Richard FitzRalph in 1331-1332;?? 
in the following year, apparently, among the seculars Thomas Brad- 
wardine and Richard Kilvington, the Franciscan Robert Halifax, their 
other socii, and the new Franciscan Master John of Rodington;** and at 
some point in the Sentences lectures of the Franciscan Roger Roseth.?? 
Courtenay found two places where, according to the marginalia, Robert 
Halifax attacks Adam Wodeham. In the first, it is in the context of 
Wodeham's well-known debate with FitzRalph over the capacity of the 
soul for grace, the subject of the seventh opening argument of Halifax's 
question 1: Vat. lat. 1111 has a citation of FitzRalph (Firaf) in the 
margin of folio 7ra and of Wodeham (Adam) on 7va, and Halifax re- 
sponds to the seventh opening argument at folios 14va-16ra. In the 


53 For 1331-1332, see SCHABEL, “Ockham, the Principia of Holcot and Wodeham”; 
Idem, “Richard FitzRalph vs William Skelton, 1331-1332: The Attribution of 
the ‘Determinationes’ in a Florence Manuscript," in A Companion to Richard 
FitzRalph, ed. M. DUNNE, S. NOLAN, Leiden, 2023, pp. 208-271; and ldem, 
“Robert Holcot's Principial Questions on Grace, Merit, and Sin: A Prelimi- 
nary Edition of the Determinationes II and IV,” in Robert Holcot’s Theological 
Questions, ed. P. BERMON, C. GRELLARD, Turnhout, forthcoming. 

For 1332-1333, see KITANOV, SCHABEL, "Thomas Bradwardine’s Questions on 
Grace and Merit," and our forthcoming editions of texts by FitzRalph and Wode- 
ham, as well as the ongoing critical edition of the Sentences questions of Kilving- 
ton by Monika Michatowska and Elzbieta Jung, starting with MICHALOWSKA, 
ed., Richard Kilvington on the Capacity of Created Beings, Infinity, and Being 
Simultaneously in Rome and Paris: Critical Edition of Question 3 from Quaes- 
tiones super libros Sententiarum (Studien und Texte zur Geistesgeschichte des 
Mittelalters, 130), Leiden 2021. 

See the editions in O. HALLAMAA, Science in Theology. Studies in the Interaction 
Between Late Medieval Natural Philosophy, Logic, and Theology, Helsinki 2005. 
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second case Wodeham is called quidam valens on the issue of whether a 
human ez puris naturalibus can love God above all things without grace 
or any supernatural gift.?6 This is obviously linked to the topic of the 
conclusio or thesis of the socius found at the end of Halifax’s questions 
in Vat. lat. 1111: Homo meretur sine gratia vitam aeternam vel saltem 
potest mereri. Just as Halifax “affirme fortement la nécessité de la grace 
pour l'accomplissement des fonctions de caractére moral,” as Michalski 
noted,?/ and did not agree with Wodeham’s opinion that one could love 
God above all things without grace, Halifax will attack that socius ex- 
plicitly for Pelagianism, despite Michalski's listing Halifax with Robert 
Holcot and Thomas Buckingham as three of the English Pelagian op- 
ponents of Bradwardine, perhaps because of Halifax's defense of free 
choice.?5 

That Halifax was concerned with grace and merit is indicated by the 
huge first question, the one that Courtenay thought might be the first 
principium, which is quite likely given its position, the note in the text 
that the second question is “circa prologum," and the fact that the 
first question circulated separately in the Eichstätt, Prague, and Vienna 
ÓNB witnesses and is isolated from the rest of book I in the Vat. lat. 
4353 and Assisi manuscripts. In addition, the two questions of book II, 
i.e., the final questions 8-9 of the entire set, Utrum angeli beati in mer- 
ito proficiant and Utrum omnis actus voluntatis difformiter conscientiae 
suae erroneae elicitus sit demeritorius, are directly pertinent. Consid- 
ering just the question titles, with the Socius Text nearly 4096 of the 
entire Lectura thus concerns grace and merit. Yet the passage on Wode- 
ham in Halifax that Courtenay understood as an attack on the former's 
“semi-Pelagianism,” the marginal reference to Bradwardine's Summa 
on divine favoritism, and the marginal reference to Rodington on sin 
all come in another question entirely, number 4, Utrum inter frui et uti 
sit aliquis actus voluntatis medius qui nec sit fruitio nec usus, while the 
negative reaction to Rodington on merit is in the following question 5, 
Utrum aliquis actus voluntatis possit esse subito productus a voluntate. 
Soteriological issues thus permeate Halifax's Sentences questions, as is 
clear in the detailed tabula printed in Appendix II. 
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Since the Socius Text is included in just one witness, Vat. lat. 1111, 
perhaps this is because Halifax incorporated the saliant points of the 
debates into his Sentences questions proper and saw no need to include 
the text in his official version. Alternatively, since Halifax's Sentences 
questions are incomplete, the Socius Text may have been included in Vat. 
lat. 1111 as supplementary material that Halifax had originally intended 
to rework into his official redaction. The unfinished nature of the set is 
indicated by a reference at the end of question 1 to what “will be clear in 
the third [book]” (“ut patebit in 3°”) in the context of a brief discussion 
on the Incarnation, the subject of the first part of that book. The subject 
of article 2 of the last extant question, number 9, corresponds to that of 
article 2 of the Socius Text, whether someone sins out of ignorance that 
is not her fault, whereas article 3 of question 9 matches the issue in the 
second half of article 3 of the Socius Tert, whether someone in grace can 
be in a dilemma between two sins, which problem is left unsolved when 
the Sentences questions break off abruptly, unlike in the Socius Text. As 
for the largest article 1 of the Socius Text, whether someone can merit 
eternal life without grace, Halifax also discusses the pertinent issues in 
questions 1 and 4. 

While it is premature to put Halifax into the context of the general 
Oxford discussion on grace, the Socius Text is self contained and specific 
enough that we can follow the dialogue. Before going into detail, an 
outline of the contents of the Socius Text will help set the stage. As we 
have seen, the Socius Text begins with the thesis of a socius, but since we 
will run into other interlocutors, let us call the first one we meet ‘Socius 
A’. According to Halifax, Socius A holds several theses and grants others, 
which we confront in this sequence in what a later hand considers article 
1 (cited below in square brackets according to paragraph number in the 
edition in Appendix I below): 


SA1 [81]: “Without grace a human merits, or at least can merit, eternal 
life." 


SA2 |817]: “Grace can be considered in two ways: in one way according 
to its material and formal being in the subject, namely in the soul 
itself; in another way according to its radical being.” 


SA3 [829]: “Sin destroys and removes grace.” 


SA4 [839]: “It is possible for a meritorious act to be a venial sin, and 
so a meritorious act removes and destroys grace.” 
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SA5 [$42]: “If God infuses some degree of grace in someone, say A, 
then if by using this degree well the will acquires the new degree, 
say B, it is then said that B is equal to A.” 


Having dealt with these five theses, Halifax turns to the authoritative 
passages that Socius A had alleged “in principio" for his position [847]. 
Since these passages are not contained “in the beginning" of the Socius 
Text, Halifax may mean that Socius A adduced them in his first princi- 
pium, which he probably did in any case. Thus article 1 of the Socius 
Text is either a report of part of the first principial debate in 1332-1333 
or a later replicatio to what Socius A asserted in his first principium, 
either from Halifax's later principia or from another occasion, or a mix 
of some sort. 

After refuting the above, in what is labeled article 2 Halifax opens 
with a joke about Socius A [850]: “Notwithstanding that this socius 
destroyed grace, he wanted, as he said, to tell me something about grace." 
Halifax thus takes the opportunity to defend himself against “six or 
seven" arguments (six in the end) of the same Socius A against one of 
Halifax’s own theses [$50]: “No one sins out of ignorance into which one 
falls without fault." 

Then, in article 3, Halifax defends other colleagues against the crit- 
icism of Socius A. Halifax begins with “a thesis or proposition" that 
someone posited while incepting, who has since become a master, Mas- 
ter A [869]: “There is a counsel (consilium) the transgression of which 
is not serious, and yet the transgression of no precept is more serious 
than that transgression.” 

Next, Halifax defends the response of a bachelor, Bachelor A, to an 
argument, which response Socius A tries to correct. The argument is 
as follows [§79]: “A sinner disposes himself with a foregoing disposition 
toward grace, therefore he is outside grace; every sinner is obliged to 
the antecedent; therefore every sinner is obliged to the consequent, and 
consequently every sinner is obliged to be outside grace.” After his 
refutation, Halifax concludes with humor again [$82]: “Consequently 
it seems that he corrupted more than corrected the response of the 
bachelor.” 

Afterwards, Halifax takes issue with Socius A’s attempt to lead the 
response of another bachelor, Bachelor B, to an argument by which he 
proves this [§83]: “No one can with any act fulfill a precept to which he 
is obliged unless he makes a counsel (nisi faciat consilium)? Once he 
has dealt with Socius A again, Halifax does not fail to sum things up 


583 


584 


Chris SCHABEL 


with another light remark [885]: “And so it seems that that socius, who 
wanted to correct everyone in everything, fails." 

Subsequently, Halifax turns to the thesis [$86] “that perplexity be- 
tween two sins is possible for someone existing in grace.” One socius, 
Socius D, whose position resembles Bradwardine's, responds with some- 
thing about God's concurrence [$87], and then Halifax says that “iste 
socius in principio quando intravit" supported this opinion with many 
authorities and arguments [$88]. It is probable that iste socius here 
refers to Socius D, and these arguments must have been given by Socíus 
B in his first principium (in principio), because of what seems to be 
the technical term “intravit,” i.e., entered or gave his introitus. Halifax 
remarks that he is satisified with the responses to these arguments of 
“a reverend master and lord," Master B, in this context a master of 
theology, whom I have tentatively identified as the Franciscan John of 
Rodington above [889]. Later Halifax singles out “one or two” of Master 
B's arguments as particularly forceful [892]. 

Finally, at the very end of the Socius Text, Halifax holds the follow- 
ing thesis [$102]: *With respect to no effect here below, except for the 
aforesaid cases, does God de communi lege have any immediate causal- 
ity or efficiency, but rather it is only effectively caused immediately by 
a creature as a second cause.” 

It seems, then, that we have seven people involved in the Socius Text: 
Socius A and Socius B (Bradwardine?), Bachelor A and Bachelor B, 
Master A (first as an inceptor) and Master B (Rodington?), and Hali- 
fax, a bachelor reading the Sentences. What we do not know is whether 
for Halifax the terms soc?us and bacularius are synonyms used loosely or 
different terms used with precision. At Oxford one read the Sentences 
before lecturing on the Bible, and while lecturing on the Sentences the 
Dominican Robert Holcot referred to at least one and probably two bib- 
lici as socii in his so-called Articuli.3° One could imagine Halifax instead 
differentiating between his socii lecturing with him on the Sentences and 
the bacularii who had already done so, but this is speculation. 

Either way, what we have is another example of a text from Oxford 
in the 1330s in which a bachelor of the Sentences argues with colleagues 
on different levels: bachelors of the Sentences and/or Bible, incepting 
and new masters, and established masters. Halifax's senior Franciscan 
confrére Adam Wodeham sprinkles his Ordinatio with debates with and 


39 See SCHABEL, BRiNZEI, “Better off Dead,” and Pascal Bermon's paper in this 
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between his fellow sententiarii like William Skelton, biblici like a Bene- 
dictine interlocutor, the new master Richard FitzRalph, and the older 
master Walter Chatton. At Paris one could do this in the lectio finalis, 
but at Oxford one occasion was allowed in each of the three terms for 
replicationes. Prima facie, we seem to have Halifax's final replicationes 
of the academic year, although the theses he attacks from Socius A and 
perhaps Socius B and the other two bachelors stem from the principial 
debates held before the lectures on each of the four books of the Sen- 
tences throughout the school year. The themes are thus grace, merit, 
sin, precepts, counsels, and divine causality in human actions. 


Article 1: Halifax vs. Socius A on Meriting 
Eternal Life with the esse radicale of Grace 


The first article of the Socius Text begins with the first and main thesis 
of Socius A, SA1, that “a human merits or at least can merit eter- 
nal life without grace" [$1]. Keeping in mind that Halifax was reading 
the Sentences at Oxford at the time, and the Socius Text is a set of 
replicationes given toward the end of the academic year in response to 
theses put forward in principial debates, biblical questions, and magis- 
terial determinations that same year, the fact that Halifax specifies that 
the author of this thesis is a socius indicates that the latter was either 
reading the Sentences along with Halifax or lecturing on the Bible. On 
the face of it, the thesis is extreme, what I would normally call ‘radical’, 
were it not for the specific nuance that Socius A will give to his position. 
As far as I know, two theologians at Oxford at that time were associated 
with a position that at least went in the general direction of this one, 
Richard FitzRalph and Robert Holcot. 

In 1332-1333 FitzRalph was a master of theology finishing up the 
first of two years as chancellor of the University of Oxford. During 
his first year as regent master, 1331-1332, before becoming chancellor, 
FitzRalph was responsible for a very long determinatio related to grace 
in a Florence manuscript containing his Sentences questions, and six 


40 See on these issues C. SCHABEL, “The Genre in Adolescence. Adam Wodeham's 


Report of the Principial Debates at Oxford in 1331-1332," part II of W.O. DUBA, 
C. SCHABEL, The Rise of a New Genre of Scholastic Disputation: Principia on 
the Sentences, 1315-1350, Turnhout, forthcoming, and W. DuBA, “Masters and 
Bachelors at Paris in 1319: The lectio finalis of Landolfo Caracciolo, OFM,” in 
Schüler und Meister, ed. A. SPEER, T. JESCHKE (Miscellanea Mediaevalia, 39), 
Berlin 2016, pp. 315-370. 


585 


586 


Chris SCHABEL 


shorter determinationes are also ascribed to him in the manuscript. The 
first of these seven total determinationes, however, is almost certainly 
instead by Thomas Bradwardine, and although the next five, closely 
related, are demonstrably by FitzRalph, the seventh and final one is 
harder to situate. It is this seventh question that argues that, if a human 
can avoid sin for a short period of time, then a human can avoid sin for 
a lifetime and thereby merit eternal life. The phrasing of the question is 
especially provocative: Utrum sit possibile Antichristum fore bonum pro 
omni tempore quo conversabitur in terra. In responding that in some 
way it is possible for the Antichrist to be saved, because the Antichrist’s 
damnation is a future contingent, not something necessary, the author 
defended a positive answer in two senses: one, if the Antichrist were 
baptized as a youth and cleansed of sin, then since one can only fall 
from grace freely, it would be in the Antichrist's power to remain in 
a state of grace until the end of his (or her) life, according to the lez 
ordinata. Even in the second sense, that the Antichrist can de facto be 
good or become good at any point — later on in life, one assumes — 
the author says that it seems possible, “quamvis sit mihi opinio valde 
probabilis quod non^! If this question is by Master Richard FitzRalph, 
as it seems to be, then obviously Halifax's Socius A is not the author 
of the question. If, on the other hand, someone else was responsible for 
the seventh determinatio, then it could be Halifax's Socius A. 

'The only named bachelor of theology who fits the description is Robert 
Holcot. The Dominican Holcot lectured on the Sentences in 1331-1332 
along with the Franciscan Adam Wodeham, while FitzRalph was in his 
first year as regent master, and in 1332-1333 he was biblicus, although 
he was delayed by other tasks and illness, he tells us, and it seems that 
he did not complete his reading of the Bible that year.? In Oxonian 
terms Halifax could have considered Holcot his socíus, albeit a senior 
one. Although I have not found the above position put in such an 
astonishing way in Holcot's writings, in his principial debate with Adam 
Wodeham in 1331-1332 Holcot defended at length the position that 


^! The question by Bradwardine is edited in KITANOV, SCHABEL, “Thomas Brad- 


wardine's Questions on Grace and Merit," we are editing the second and longest 
by FitzRalph for a book, and the other five are edited in SCHABEL, “Richard 
FitzRalph vs William Skelton.” 
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someone with grace could go through life avoiding all sin. Wodeham 
records the position succinctly: 


Again, if a human cannot avoid all venial sins, this impotence 
happens to him either from his own fault or from another's fault; 
but it would not be another's fault except for original sin, and 
not this, because grace purges and excludes it; if from his own 
fault, therefore he was able to avoid it, and consequently avoid the 
impotence; if he was unable to avoid it, this occurs to him from his 
own sin or another's, and thus it goes on forever. Furthermore, this 
impotence would be punishment for some sin, so either venial, and 
this would be a very harsh thing to say, or mortal, and not thus, 
because according to the saints every mortal sin can be avoided 
when that grace is possessed; therefore etc. If you should say 
that this impotence arises from the original sin that remains with 
respect to punishment in those who have been born again, but 
not with respect to fault — contra: no punishment justly remains 
when the fault has been deleted, as it seems to that socius [Holcot]: 
again, only the punishment of damnation is owed for original sin, 
as it seems to him. 


As unusual as this position may seem, once again it at least presupposes 
the grace that is received in youth via baptism, which together with free 
choice allows for the possibility of avoiding all mortal and venial sin, 
according to Holcot. In one of Holcot’s assorted theological questions 
from around that time, Utrum adultus rite baptizatus possit per tempus 
vitare omne peccatum, question 10 of what is called Quodlibet II, but 
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Holcot expresses his opinion in his so-called Determinatio IV, which is actually 
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which I think is probably from his period as an advanced bachelor, Hol- 
cot answers that yes, a properly baptized adult can avoid sinning for a 
time. 

In contrast, the thesis of Halifax's Socius À is that one can earn eternal 
life without grace, although, as we shall see, there is a twist. It is possible 
that Halifax is arguing against Holcot, although we have no evidence on 
Holcot’s side, and a remark that Halifax makes toward the end of his 
refutation of the position of Socius A suggests instead that the latter was 
a fellow sententiarius in the 1332-1333 academic year who put forth his 
thesis in his first principium. After all, there were more than a dozen 
other theologians who were Halifax's socii, about most of whom we know 
nothing, usually not even their names. 

As mentioned, in question 4, article 3, dubium 6, Halifax argued 
against Wodeham that one cannot love God above all things without 
grace, but in that same place his seventh thesis is more clearly anti- 
Pelagian: “For this [present] state no act of a will existing without grace 
is good, but every {such act] is bad.” It is no surprise, then, that in the 
Socius Tert Halifax immediately responds to Socius A's thesis with a 
barrage of Augustinian passages asserting that humans can do nothing 
good or meritorious without divine aid, that is, without grace. In addi- 
tion to one from the Gloss, Halifax gives eleven quotations from Augus- 
tine: four from De gratia et libero arbitrio, two each from De perfectione 
iustitiae and Contra Pelagianos (Contra duas epistolas Pelagianorum), 
and others from De Trinitate, De verbis Domini (et Apostoli), and Con- 
tra Iulianum [882-13]. Halifax explicitly associates Socius A's thesis 
with the opinions of Pelagius and his followers Caelestius and Julian of 
Eclanum [889, 11, 13]. He finishes his response with quotations from 
Bernard of Clairvaux's De libero arbitrio and Anselm's De concordia 
and finally a Decretal that “damns that opinion” [$$14-16]. In sum, 
Scripture, all the sayings of the saints, and thus authorities everywhere 
are opposed to this opinion, says Halifax. 

All of this is just a prelude, however, for Halifax knows full well that 
no one could defend the thesis that ^a human merits or at least can 
merit eternal life without grace" without drawing some sort of scholastic 
distinction. The unnamed Socius A certainly obliges, as Halifax relates: 


^' On the position of this question, see C. SCHABEL, “Sorting out Robert Hol- 
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But perhaps this socius will say — as he seemed to hint in another 
thesis (542) that he held and in responding to certain authorita- 
tive passages that he adduces against himself in this thesis — that 
grace can be considered in two ways, in one way according to esse 
materiale and formale in the subject, namely in the soul, in an- 
other way according to esse radicale. It is then said that without 
grace according to material and formal being one can merit with- 
out grace, and de facto one merits without grace. But one cannot 
merit without grace according to radical being. And according 
to this being one could understand all the aforesaid authoritative 
passages that no one merits without grace. [817] 


In this way, Halifax adds, the quotations adduced against the thesis are 
not allegedly against Socius A, who appeared to put forth this distinction 
on the basis in a passage in a sermon of Gregory the Great: “The branch 
of a good deed does not have anything of verdure if it does not remain 
in the root of grace (radix caritatis)" [$17]. Augustine also speaks in a 
sermon of grace being “rooted” (radicata est caritas) and of grace being 
the “root” (radix) [$$18-19]. According to Halifax, Socius A infers from 
this that if and only if a good work is from the root of grace can it be 
good and meritorious of eternal life. 
Halifax reacts to this response exactly as one would expect: 


I take grace in the soul as the grace is according to that esse 
radicale alone, and I ask whether grace solely according to this 
being is something or nothing. If it is said that this radical being — 
or grace, which is the same thing — is something, then still it is 
either something else other than the essence and substance of the 
soul or not. [$20] 


It seems that we can grant this to Halifax both in understanding that 
this esse radicale is the same as grace in some way according to Socius 
A and in claiming that it is either the essence or substance of the soul 
itself or something else. Halifax deals with the first option as follows: 


If it is not something other than the very essence of the soul, then 
the point follows: when the soul itself exists in naturalibus, a boy 
or adult (homo) according to the soul existing in this way merits or 
can merit eternal life without any gift at all that is supernaturally 
given other than [the soul] itself. And the aforesaid authoritative 
passages and the Decretal are manifestly against this opinion. [$20] 


That is, the only way this option can be understood is if once a human 
is given existence, or given a soul, that is all the person needs to merit 
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eternal life, a position that is clearly Pelagian. Socius A cannot mean 
this, so he must mean that “that being of grace or grace according that 
being" is something other than the substance of the soul [821]. Halifax 
runs through the various possibilities systematically. 

First, is the radical being of grace or grace according to radical being 
something supernaturally infused by God, given to the soul to help it 
will well and act meritoriously? It cannot be this, because otherwise 
Socius A would clearly not be warranted in saying that one can merit 
eternal life without grace, for that person would not merit without a 
free gift of God supernaturally given, which is, of course, what grace is 
EE 

Second, is the radical being of grace or grace according to radical 
being instead acquired by the soul and not supernaturally given? If so, 
then the soul could justify itself without a supernatural gift, because 
no one merits eternal life without being justified and beloved to God. 
Although Halifax leaves it unsaid, this is equally unacceptable because 
it amounts to the unqualified claim that is it in a human's power to be 
justified and beloved to God and thus to merit eternal life, contrary to 
all the authoritative passages with which he began [822]. 

Third, is that radical being of grace or grace according to that radical 
being nothing real or positive in the soul, but rather the soul itself as it is 
able and in potency toward receiving grace formally? Again, this cannot 
be, because the soul ez puris naturalibus would then have the means to 
merit eternal life through this ability or potency that it possesses er 
puris naturalibus, which is contrary to a gloss on Augustine quoted in 
the beginning to the effect that only God gives grace, that the only 
*merits' that precede grace are evil acts, and that only after grace has 
been freely given do good merits begin [823]. 

Fourth, if that radical being of grace or grace according to that rad- 
ical being is something in the soul, but not the soul itself, it must be 
substance or accident. It cannot be substance, because in a passage in 
De libero arbitrio quoted by Peter Lombard Augustine shows that grace 
formally existing in the soul is an accident. Or “if grace according to 
radical being were a substance and according to formal being it is an ac- 
cident,” Halifax reasons, “then a venial sin would make a substance out 
of an accident, and consequently a venial sin would do what no power 
below divine power could do, because no other power below God can 
made an accident a substance" [824]. In this way, a venial sin would 
“transsubstantiate” an accident into a substance, because according to 
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Socius A, Halifax remarks, “through venial sin, grace according to formal 
being becomes grace according to radical being" [825]. 

Fifth, if grace according to radical being is an accident in the soul as 
a subject, then it must formally inhere in the soul *as a form informs a 
subject," in which case it ends up being in the soul according to formal 
being after all, and consequently a soul that merits from this grace does 
so by its formal being, because it formally inheres in the soul. This 
Socius A denies, however, for according to a version of $43, “venial sin 
destroys grace according to formal and material being, but not according 
to radical being" So Halifax wants to know, first, if this radical being is 
not nothing, what exactly it is, and regardless of whether it is substance 
or accident, one of the above absurdities follows [826]. 

Whatever grace considered according to esse radicale is, it either 
makes someone dear to God or not. “If it does, since no one is dear 
to God without grace and a supernatural gift," then anyone who merits, 
merits with grace, “which this socius denies" [817]. If it does not make 
someone dear and accepted to God, then someone who has this sort of 
grace or grace considered that way does not thereby merit eternal life 
[828]. 

Halifax has not finished his attack on the esse radicale of grace, but 
he now directs his attention to Socius A's further thesis, SA3, that “sin 
destroys and removes grace," which Halifax characterizes as the “quasi 
foundation" of the main thesis [829]. Socius A derives this foundation 
from a passage in Augustine's Enchiridion: ^Every evil takes away some- 
thing of the good.” Since sin is evil, and it does not take away from the 
substance of the soul, it must take away from grace; but it takes away 
from grace according to its formal and material being, not according to 
its esse radicale [830]. 

Halifax initiates his response with the simple case of someone in grace 
who sins venially. According to Socius A, this sin corrupts grace ac- 
cording to its formal and material being, leaving only grace according to 
its radical being. What happens when the person commits another sin 
equal to the previous one? What good does this evil take away? As be- 
fore, it is not the substance of the soul, so it must be all or part of grace. 
If all, then a venial sin destroys grace in all its being, such that just as 
a mortal sin corrupts without measure, so does a venial sin, leaving the 
venial sinner a son of perdition, which is false. If the second venial sin 
destroys only a part of grace secundum, esse radicale, then, if the sinner 
repeatedly sins venially, eventually all of this grace will be destroyed. 
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Alternatively, if the second venial sin corrupts nothing of the good and 
leaves grace according to its radical being intact, then Augustine was 
wrong that sin takes away from the good and the quasi foundation of 
Socius A's is undermined [8831-32]. 

Halifax continues with the case of someone in grace who sins mortally. 
According to Socius A, the first mortal sin completely destroys grace 
according to every sort of being, material, formal, and radical. What 
happens if the person sins again mortally? Since the sin does not destroy 
the substance of the soul itself, and there is no grace left, and Halifax's 
casus supposes that there is no acquired good in the soul either, as 
when a baptized youth reaches the age of reason and immediately sins 
mortally, Socius A must therefore grant that under those circumstances 
even the greatest evil takes away nothing of good, contrary to the basis 
of his position [833]. 

Leaving no stone unturned, Halifax presses his opponent in another 
way. According to the opponent, who claims that one can merit eter- 
nal life without grace, grace according to its formal being must be more 
perfect than grace according to its radical being, since on its own, appar- 
ently, grace according to its radical being does not even warrant being 
called grace: with this ‘grace’, after all, according to SA1, “a human 
merits or at least can merit eternal life without grace" So how can it 
be that a venial sin corrupts the greater, grace according to its formal 
being, and leaves intact the lesser, grace according to esse radicale [834]? 

After beating Socius A's proverbial dead horse a bit, Halifax finally 
asks, if after all that venial sinning only grace according to its radix 
is left, does that person deserve an eternal reward equal to that due to 
someone who has committed no venial sin? If so, then people unequal in 
grace receive an equale reward, contrary to what Augustinian says in the 
Enchiridion [837]. If not, and the person who has not sinned venially 
receives a greater reward, then “a venial sin in the elect is punished 
more severely than a mortal sin in the reprobate," which Halifax claims 
is manifestly absurd [838]. Halifax illustrates his point in the Oxford 
way: 


I take that in which someone’s eternal reward is diminished be- 
cause of a venial sin. Let that degree be A. The privation of A is 
an eternal evil of punishment due to this person because of a venial 
sin, because A degree would be as good for her as its destruction 
and privation is bad for her. I take the infernal punishment due 
for some mortal sin, and let it be B. B does not exceed reward A 
by reason of the evil of punishment except in a certain proportion. 
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Let it be double. Since the mortal sin could be half or a quarter as 
serious as the sin for which punishment B is due, the punishment 
due for a mortal sin can be a quarter of B, and consequently half of 
the eternal punishment that is the privation of A. And so a venial 
sin is punished more severely in the elect than a mortal sin in the 
reprobate, which is false and absurd. [838] 


Halifax then deals more briefly with Socius A's other dicta, SA4, that 
“it is possible for a meritorious act to be a venial sin, and consequently 
it is granted that a meritorious act removes and destroys grace" [839], 
and SA5, “that if God infuses a certain degree of grace in someone — 
let it be A — if in using this degree well the will acquires anew some 
degree — let it be B — it is then said that B is equal to A” [$42]. The 
fifth takes us away from our subject, but the fourth is just the sort of 
shocking claim that a bachelor of the Sentences wishing to make a name 
for himself would posit in the principial debates, after safely reciting his 
protestatio that if he says anything erroneous or offensive he wishes it 
to be taken as not said. 

It is in this light that I interpret a remark in the conclusion of article 1. 
Halifax begins by stating that “those authoritative passages alleged in 
principio for the root of grace (radix caritatis) do nothing for his opinion, 
but rather do the opposite" [$47]. What is the meaning of in principio 
here? The Socius Tert does not begin, in principio, with the root of 
grace, or grace according to esse radicale, but with the statement that 
a person merits eternal life without grace, which Halifax then refutes 
with over a dozen authorities [881-16]. Only afterwards does Halifax 
present the esse radicale theory, mentioning that Socius A employs three 
quotations from sermons, one of Gregory the Great and two of Augustine 
[8817—19]. It is thus just as likely that Halifax means that the quotations 
were adduced in the first principium of Socius A, but, as asserted above, 
even if Halifax does not intend this here, it is probable that they were, 
and it is unlikely that a scholar of the stature of Holcot would put forth 
such a stupid theory while finishing up his obligations as biblicus. 

Halifax even suggests that Socius A has misunderstood his own quo- 
tations. Peter Lombard explains that perfect grace is grace that is so 
rooted that it *vix vel numquam amitti poterit," which is not the case 
for lower levels of grace: “igitur caritas quanto perfectior est tanto magis 
radicata.” Rather than the radical being of grace, Halifax maintains, it 
is better to understand it according to Augustine on John: “Just as cu- 
pidity is the root of all evils, grace is the root of all goods.” “It is not 
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called the ‘root of grace’,” Halifax explains to Socius A, “because of any- 
thing ‘radical’ that it has in the soul distinct from formal being" [847]. 
In like manner Halifax corrects Socius A's misunderstanding of the Au- 
gustinian dictum that every evil takes away from the good, although the 
Franciscan also appeals to Maimonides for this [8848-49]! 


Article 2: Halifax vs. Socius A on Sinning out 
of Ignorance 


In the principial debates the bachelors of the Sentences had both to 
defend their own theses and to poke holes in those of their socii, and 
part of the game was probably to provoke a reaction that could be 
refuted definitively. Article 1 of the Socius Text is Robert Halifax's re- 
sponse to theses that Socius A most likely put forth in the principial 
debates at Oxford in 1332-1333, whereas Halifax devotes article 2 to 
defending against Socius A's attack on a thesis that Halifax probably 
posited in those same debates: “No one sins out of ignorance into which 
one falls without fault? The issues that surface in this section of the 
dialogue were already topical, such as crimes committed in a state of 
frenzy or inebriation, as is clear in the second dubium of what is la- 
belled book I, distinction 17, question 6, article 2 of Adam Wodeham's 
Ordinatio, which may have originated in his own principium for book 
III in 1331-1332: *Utrum caritas umquam inclinet vel nata sit inclinare 
aliquem ad plus dolendum de aliquo facto quo nec peccat venialiter nec 
mortaliter et quo certus est neutro modo se peccasse quam de facto suo 
quo scit se peccasse, licet venialiter."4? 

Halifax complains that in his attacks Socius A made no effort to follow 
the qualifying distinctions that Halifax himself had made, but simply 
opposed his thesis with six arguments. Halifax briefly outlines some 
of these distinctions in the Socius Text [850], but verification of just 
how qualified his position was is found in the first two articles of his 
Sentences question 9, ^Whether any ignorance is sin" and, as mentioned 
above, whether anyone in a state of grace can be in a dilemma between 
two sins. Much of the discussion in the Socius Text is thus reflected in 
the longer question 9. 

Halifax presents each of Socius A's arguments in brief and more or 
less easily refutes them. Socius A's opening salvo is that the Jews killed 


^ ADAM WODEHAM, Ordinatio I, d. 17, q. 6, a. 2, dubium 2, Paris, Sorbonne 193, 
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Christ out of ignorance into which they had fallen without fault, so they 
sinned out of ignorance [8851-52]. Halifax responds that the ignorance 
of the Jews in this case was their own fault, according to the Gloss: 
they did not want to believe that Jesus was the Messiah and it was 
because of their evil will, although for some of the simple people their 
ignorance partly excuses their sin. If there had been any good Jew 
who was ignorant of the Word Incarnate at the time, however, which 
ignorance was not his fault, Halifax maintains that such a man would 
never have participated in the killing of Christ: Christ wanted to be 
killed by evil people alone [8853-54]. 

In his second argument, Socius A posits the case in which a person 
goes mad and kills someone and afterwards gets better: should he be 
pleased or displeased by what he did in a frenzy? Obviously he should be 
displeased and so he must do penance, which would not be true if he had 
not sinned because of his ignorance while in furia [$55]. Halifax accepts 
the casus and agrees that the person should be displeased and sad with 
what he did, but the Franciscan flatly rejects the further inference that 
the person sinned. After all, Halifax relates, one can be upset at seeing 
a neighbor killed by a wild animal or a falling piece of wood, but that 
does not mean that sin is involved. In the casus, then, the person did 
not sin in killing when he had lost the use of reason, but once he realizes 
what he did in a state of fury, of course it should make him upset and 
sad [$856—58]. 

'The fifth argument is related, except this time the person drinks too 
much good wine and thinks he will be drunk, and immediately when his 
head starts to spin he regrets it and confesses his mistake. But after 
his admission and confession the alcohol takes over and causes him to 
lose the use of reason, and in this state he kills someone. Socius A 
asserts that the killer sinned out of ignorance into which he fell without 
any fault except for drinking too much, but since he was contrite and 
confessed before he killed, there was no longer any fault for drinking 
either [865]. Halifax first blames the killer for willingly doing something 
that he knew losing his reason would necessarily follow, but if it happens 
otherwise then there is no sin in killing the person. Still, Halifax says, 
sin or not, the laws of the land stipulate that the killer be hanged, even 
if he did not sin in killing. So in the case at hand, although the killer's 
only sin was in wanting to drink to excess, he is still justly sentenced to 
die by hanging, in which case he is not sentenced for the sin of drinking, 
but for the fact of killing, which he did without sinning [866]. 
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In a less severe case, in argument three, a man who has a relationship 
with a widow whom he believes to be a virgin incurs an irregularity 
out of that ignorance and is punished, which Socius A attributes to 
sin [859]. Halifax maintains instead that this is not because of a sin, 
since not all irregularity is the result of sin [860]. Rather desperately, in 
argument six Socius A declares that boys and prepubescent youths sin 
out of ignorance that is not their own fault, but Halifax bluntly states 
that those who have not reached the age of reason do not sin [§§67—68]. 

What about a person who thinks that she has been baptized, Socius A 
states in his fourth argument, but is mistaken, such that she is ignorant 
that she remains in original sin [§61]? In this case Halifax responds that 
in positing his thesis he had said that in the non-baptized such ignorance 
may not occur out of the person’s own fault, but it is still imputable to 
sin [8861—64]. 


Article 3: The Wider Debates of the 1332-1333 
Academic Year 


If articles 1 and 2 of the Socius Text reflect in part the principial debates 
of the 1332-1333 academic year, then perhaps Robert Halifax's incom- 
plete question 9, on ignorance and sin, stems in part from these debates. 
We might hypothesize that this was the topic of Halifax's principium 
on book III, leaving the current question 1 as the first principium, and 
maybe question 8 on angelic knowledge and merit was connected to the 
principium on book II. Halifax's nine questions match the number of 
questions in Thomas Bradwardine's surviving set, for which questions 
6—9 have connections to books I-IV and could be principial in some way. 
For his part, Richard Kilvington has left eight questions, but neither 
Bradwardine nor Kilvington can be identified with Socius A. 

In article 3 of the Socius Text, Socius A continues to be the focus of 
Halifax's attention for at least a while, if perhaps not throughout, but 
this time others are involved, and there is at least some hope of identi- 
fying one or two of them. The first issue involves the difference between 
consilium and praeceptum, counsel or advice and precept or command, 
in the following thesis [$69]: “There is a counsel the transgression of 
which is not serious, and yet the transgression of no precept is more 
serious than that," just the sort of statement that has always annoyed 
enemies of scholasticism. The counsel that the proposer had in mind was 
^My little children, may you not sin," from I John 2:1 [$70]. Halifax's 
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description of the context allows for two interpretations: “This socius 
(Socius A) was trying (nitebatur) to disprove a thesis or proposition that 
a certain inceptor, then, but now a master, posited (posuit)" [869]. One 
assumes that the verb nitebatur describes what happened during the 
current academic year, presumably 1332-1333, but posuit could apply 
both to an inception that occurred that same year and to one from the 
previous spring. What is said later about what this master “said” (dixit) 
in reply to Socius A's critique [$74] supports the former, which is un- 
fortunate in that we do not appear to have any good candidate among 
theologians who have left us writings to compare. 

Socius A attacked both parts of the thesis and made his own state- 
ment. 'l'he passage ^My little children, may you not sin" is an accusation 
of something, the socius declares, meaning that it must have some grav- 
ity, and thus the transgression of this counsel is serious, contrary to the 
first part of the thesis [870]. Regarding the second part, if the trans- 
gression of no precept is more serious than the transgression of that 
counsel, then the transgression of each is equally serious, which Socius 
A rejects because transgressing a counsel is compatible with grace, but 
transgressing a precept is not, which makes it more serious [871]. Not 
content with this, Socius A also denies that the inceptor's passage is a 
counsel, asserting that it ^is neither precept nor counsel, but it is com- 
mon to both by the community of genus to its species, just as animal to 
human and donkey" [872]. 

Halifax first argues simply that if the quotation from the first letter of 
John is common to counsel and precept, it is both counsel and precept 
rather than neither counsel nor precept [873]. In any case, Halifax agrees 
with the new master that the passage is a counsel, because John is 
advising and persuading people to beware of sin. The solution to the 
critique of part two is that this particular counsel, ^My little children, 
may you not sin," is peculiar in that any transgression of this counsel 
is ipso facto a transgression of a precept, because it is a sin. Socius 
A's rebuttal thus amounts to saying that a transgression is more serious 
than itself [8874 & 78]. The bulk of Halifax’s reply to Socius A involves 
a discussion of “leve” and “grave,” light or slight and heavy or serious, 
as applied to sins [8874-78]. For Halifax, there is a spectrum of sins, 
and following Peter Lombard's analogy with “wood, hay, stubble” or 
"straw" from I Corinthians 3:12, Halifax implies that just as straw is 
not devoid of weight but it is light as a material, some venial sins are 
so light that no punishment corresponds to them. Indeed, the Lombard 
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compares the lightest venial sins in people with much grace to drops of 
water in a fiery furnace: their grace consumes the sins [876]. 

It is unclear whether Halifax is repeating or developing arguments 
that the former inceptor had made himself, or defending with his own 
arguments the thesis of the new master against the attack of Socíus 
A. Perhaps in the inception procedure the new master had first put 
forth his thesis and Socius A was tasked with the role of opponens, 
putting forth his objections before the new master defended his thesis. 
If this was the case, then either Halifax was slightly uncharitable in 
attacking Socius A after the fact, or Socius A doubled down in another 
context. Unfortunately, the new master remains anonymous, at least for 
the moment. 

We are in a slightly better position with the next thesis, because Hal- 
ifax writes that Socius A appeared to be trying to correct a bachelor's 
reply to an argument [879]. If Halifax is making a distinction in his 
opening sentence between socius and bachelor, then, since one could not 
be a bachelor of theology at Oxford before beginning one's Sentences 
lectures, this bachelor was either lecturing on the Bible or had already 
done so, and the bachelor's reply was put forth in some sort of disputa- 
tion. We at least know the names of several people who would have been 
lecturing on the Bible in 1332-1333 and of a couple who had finished 
these lectures but probably had not yet become master. Halifax does 
not tell us the response, however, only the argument, which seems to be 
a sophism: 


A sinner disposes herself by a previous disposition toward grace, 
therefore she is outside grace; every sinner is obliged to the an- 
tecedent; therefore every sinner is obliged to the consequent, and 
as a result every sinner is obliged to be outside grace. [879] 


If we consider only what has been studied, at the time the argument 
comes closest to what we read in the Sentences questions of the so- 
called Monachus Niger, but he was talking about being obliged to believe 
that one is outside grace, not being obliged to be outside grace, and in 
any case in pointing to this context Jean-Frangois Genest has argued 
convincingly that this particular Monachus Niger was the socius of the 
slightly later Adam Junior. In contrast, in his Lectura, question 9, 
article 2, dubium 3, Halifax responds with several theses the second of 


46 See COURTENAY, Adam Wodeham, p. 92 n. 196, and then GENEST, “Le De futuris 


contingentibus de Thomas Bradwardine," pp. 269-270. 
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which is that “a rational creature is held to be in grace at all times,” so 
again this exchange in the Socius Text is reflected in what comes down 
to us in the Sentences questions proper. 

Whatever the anonymous bachelor responded, Socius A thought he 
could do better and answered that the person is obliged to the conse- 
quent, but only *per accidens," because she happens to be outside grace 
[880]. Halifax first tries to reduce this response to an absurdity starting 
from the opposite of the consequent: “Someone is in grace, therefore she 
does not dispose herself by a previous disposition toward grace.” Follow- 
ing the reasoning of Socius A, since every person is obliged to be in grace, 
every person in mortal sin is obliged to be in grace, and so every person 
in mortal sin is obliged not to dispose herself by a previous disposition 
toward grace [881]! Halifax then takes another consequence: “This in- 
nocent person will not sin mortally, therefore she will never do penance 
for a mortal sin," in which case one is obliged to the antecedent, but one 
cannot be obliged to the consequent in case one fails in the obligation 
to the antecedent [882]. 

If the anonymous bachelor was indeed a biblicus while Halifax lec- 
tured on the Sentences, then our only reasonable hope would be to find 
this issue among the assorted brief theological questions of the Domini- 
can Robert Holcot, the only candidate from whom we have pertinent 
texts. The same is the case for the next issue, which involves another 
bachelor's response, perhaps to the same argument. Halifax maintains 
that Socius A tried to lead whatever that response was to an argument 
that supposedly proved that “no one can fulfill with any act a precept 
to which she is obliged unless she also follows counsel," that is, does 
something extra that is beyond the obligation. The argument goes as 
follows: whoever fulfills a precept does so with an act in a certain degree 
and having a certain level of grace; but the same precept could be ful- 
filled with an act in a lesser degree with a lower level of grace, in which 
case, no matter what one does to fulfill the precept, one does something 
extra, something of supererogation [883]. According to Halifax, Socius 
A rejects the arguments and replies briefly that it is the substance of 
the act done in a state of grace that matters, not the level of intension 
or remission of the act, which is accidental [884]. 

Halifax tacitly denies the foundation of Socius A's reply in giving the 
following example: two people are obliged to fulfill a precept for a time, 
for instance loving God or maintaining the Sabbath. They both do so, 
but one does so twice as intensely as the other, all else being equal. 
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For Halifax, the one who has the act of double intensity behaves in a 
more virtuous and praiseworthy manner and merits more than the other, 
even though the other fulfills the precept. Hence the one who acts with 
greater intensity does something of supererogation and “thus follows 
counsel? Halifax goes on to posit people who act even less intensely 
than the person who acts less intensely, always inferring that the person 
who acts more intensely does something of supererogation [$85]. One 
assumes that if Halifax devoted more space to the problem he would 
have to employ more sophisticated mathematics if he wanted to maintain 
minimum requirements for an act to fulfill a precept. 

The main issue of article 3 of the Socius Text begins with the odd 
phrase “Praeterea, ad principale," which perhaps means that we are re- 
turning to focus more on grace with the following thesis: “Perplexity 
between two sins is possible for someone in a state of grace” As men- 
tioned above, this section is particularly interesting in that Halifax failed 
to finish his treatment of the same problem in question 9, article 3, of his 
Lectura. Perhaps inspired by a casus of Robert Holcot from 1331-1332,” 
but using the first-person-singular verb pono, Halifax imagines a case in 
which God reveals to someone in a state of grace that He will co-act 
or co-operate with that person in some act that is in itself evil and a 
sin, for example an act going directly against the person's conscience. 
God also reveals to the person that in the end she will be impenitent 
regarding that sin, and God orders her to assent to the revelation. If she 
assents, it entails that she believes that she will never be blessed and 
she will despair, which is a sin in the Holy Spirit. If she does not assent, 
she knows that she is opposing a precept and thus sinning. Hence the 
dilemma [886]. 

Halifax first gives part of the reaction “from one socius” (“ab uno 
socio") clearly not Socius A, so Socius B, who holds the following: 


In every act of a created will and in the same way in every opera- 
tion of any creature God concurs as a partial and immediate cause 
of the effect produced, such that with respect to the production 
of any effect that is voluntarily or naturally produced along with 


^' For Holcot on this, see COURTENAY, Schools and Scholars, p. 302, referring to the 


casus in ROBERTUS HOLCOT, In quattuor libros Sententiarum I, q. 1, aa. 4 and 7, 
which may be principial, although Holcot perhaps re-introduced the perplexity 
issue in his first question on book III, a. 5 (COURTENAY, Schools and Scholars, 
pp. 293-294), which question appears to be a replicatio (SCHABEL, BRINZEI, 
“Better off Dead"). 
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a secondary cause God has immediate and special causality and 
efficiency. [887] 


Halifax then says that “in the beginning when he entered this socius 
adduced authoritative passages and arguments" that would take quite a 
long time to recite [$88]. The phrase *iste socius" seems to mean Socius 
B, both because the previous mention of Socius A [885] seems to have 
been a summing up and because Socius B has just been mentioned. The 
phrase *in the beginning when he entered" contains technical terms and 
is better translated “in the principium when he gave his introitus," so 
Socius D was lecturing on the Sentences with Halifax and presented this 
argument in his first principium. Although Bradwardine does not adopt 
this position in his extant Sentences questions, by the late 1330s as a 
master this is precisely what he held in a determinatio, which view he 
developed in chapters 2-4 of book I of De causa Dei. Perhaps Bradwar- 
dine defended the thesis in his first principium, backed off in the face of 
opposition, but returned to the doctrine as a master. 

Halifax not only omits the quotations and arguments of Socius D, 
but he accepts the response to all of these that “one reverend master 
and lord" gave, which — Halifax repeats twice — he considers sufficient 
[$89]. Despite the Franciscan Halifax’s criticism of his order's regent 
master John of Rodington on other issues, I have suggested above that 
the deference shown in the phrase and the fact that Rodington has a 
pertinent quodlibetal question from that year indicate that this master 
and lord could be Rodington. 

Presumably in line with this master, in at least partial agreement with 
Aristotle and Averroes, Halifax maintains that God is not an immediate 
cause except in special cases, “non de lege ordinata," with the intellective 
soul, grace, and miracles. Otherwise, following Peter Lombard, with free 
choice God is an immediate cause only of meritorious acts. In no other 
manner does God concur with secondary causes in an immediate way, 
but merely as the first cause, allowing secondary causes their own powers 
[8590-91]. 

Halifax then gives us more clues about “the reverend master and lord,” 
saying that one or two of his arguments were particularly persuasive. 
First, if God did not simply allow things by His will of good pleasure, 


^5 See the pertinent question 7 of his Sentences in KITANOV, SCHABEL, “Thomas 


Bradwardine's Questions on Grace and Merit," and for the determinatio and De 
causa Dei see the parallel passages in GENEST, “Les premiers écrits théologiques 
de Bradwardine,” pp. 415-416. 
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but co-operated immediately in the production of all voluntary effects, 
this would mean that by His efficacious will He would will things that 
were “most unpleasant and hateful,” like the act of hating God. [892] 
Assuming that the second argument is also by “the reverend master 
and lord," the latter also maintained that this would mean that by 
His efficacious will God wills the human will to sin, contrary to Peter 
Lombard [893]. 

Halifax then adds a number of what presumably are his own argu- 
ments against the position of Socius B, not borrowed from the “the 
reverend master and lord," but they do not enlighten us further about 
the arguments of Socius B either [$$94-101]. Interesting as they are for 
their discussion of causation, they take us away from the focus on grace 
and merit, sin and demerit, and it suffices here to quote Halifax's overall 
conclusion to the Socius Text: 


'Therefore I hold this thesis, that according to the common law, 
with respect to no effect here below, except for the aforesaid [in- 
tellective soul, grace, miracles, meritorious acts], does God have 
any immediate causality of efficiency, but [the effect] is immedi- 
ately caused effectively by the created and secondary cause alone. 
au 


Conclusion 


'The value of Robert Halifax's Socius Text is that, even if he does not 
name names, it allows us to see some of the principal topics of debate 
when he was reading the Sentences, and together with other evidence it 
suggests a specific time, the academic year 1332-1333, and helps us shed 
light on the context of several sets of questions that until recently, with 
the except of one question from Thomas Bradwardine, remained com- 
pletely unpublished: the Sentences questions of Bradwardine, Richard 
Kilvington, and Halifax, and the quodlibetal questions of John of Rod- 
ington. 


Note on the Edition 


The Socius Text is extant in just one manuscript, Vat. lat. 1111, ff. 86ra— 
89ra ( V in the edition below): Paris, third quarter of fourteenth century, 
parchment, 89 folios, 31.5 x 21 cm, two columns. Ordinarily this would 
entail a precise transcription simply punctuated for the modern reader 
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and corrected for obvious errors, in which every scribal correction and 
editorial intervention is recorded in the apparatus criticus. In this case, 
however, the French scribe had great difficulty reading the abbreviations 
and characters in his probably English exemplar. As a result, many mi- 
nor corrections for clarification were made later, frequently words are cut 
short with the endings left vague, and certain errors are made system- 
atically throughout the text, such that a full apparatus criticus would 
require about one entry per line. In order to reduce the size of the ap- 
paratus criticus, a principle of charity has been observed whereby most 
vague abbreviations are accepted for the most sensible reading according 
to grammar and doctrine, and certain systematic errors or shortcomings 
are ignored. Important examples of the latter are as follows: 


Vague abbreviations, such as voluntas written simply volunt! (ca. 
80 times). 


lllud is almost always written with the normal abbreviation for 
idem (ca. 40 times) 

No distinction is made between alia and aliqua and related words 
(ca. 25 times). 


Rarely is the prefix pri distinguished from the prefix pre (prae). 


'The above are not recorded in the apparatus criticus, nor are corrections 
if it is not clear what the reading was before correction. Orthography 
is classicized, abbreviations in the apparatus criticus are standard, and 
paragraphs are numbered. 
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Robertus de Halifax, Contra socium 
Vat. lat. 1111, ff. 86ra-89va (— V) 


« Primus articulus 
« Contra conclusiones quinque socii de gratia 


Conclusio «prima socii 
«Homo meretur sine gratia vitam aeternam, vel saltem potest mereri» 


[1] Hic ponitur conclusio quaedam ab uno socio: quod homo meretur 
sine gratia vitam aeternam, vel saltem potest mereri. 


« Contra conclusionem primam socii 


[2] Contra illam arguitur multipliciter per auctoritates Augustini in libro 
De gratia et libero arbitrio: *Merita nostra bona nihil aliud sunt quam 
Dei gratia, et vita aeterna" ideo, quae meritis nostris “redditur, Dei 
gratia est et gratis datur," *gratia pro gratia." 

[3] Praeterea, Augustinus in eodem libro: “Gratia Dei semper est 
bona, per hanc fit ut sit homo voluntatis bonae qui prius fuit voluntatis 
malae. Per hanc etiam «fit» ut sit ipsa bona quae iam esse coepit, 
augeatur, et tam magna fiat ut possit implere divina mandata quae 
voluerit, cum valde perfecteque voluerit." Si igitur sine gratia non potest 
implere divina mandata, sine gratia non potest mereri etc. 

[4] Praeterea, Augustinus, XIII De Trinitate, capitulo 10: “Merita 
nostra Dei dona sunt." Igitur sine dono Dei non possumus mereri, quia 
non meremur nisi quia “caritas Dei diffusa est in cordibus nostris per 
inhabitantem Spiritum qui datus est nobis” etc. Augustinus ibidem. 


3 conclusio «prima» socii] mg. V || socii] sacii a.c. V 5 ponitur] potentia a.c. 
V 11 est Aug.] non V 13 bonae qui] bona que a.c. V voluntatis? Aug.] 
voluntas V 14 malae.] mala a.c. V 16 valde perfecteque Aug.] valide perfecte 
quia V voluerit? Aug.] voluit V 18 capitulo] va a.c. V 19 non coni.] nunc 
V 20 nostris Aug.] nostros V 


8-9 Augustini — arbitrio: AUGUSTINUS, De gratia et libero arbitrio, c. 8, n. 20, PL 
44, col. 893: “Itaque, carissimi, si vita bona nostra nihil aliud est quam Dei gratia, 
sine dubio et vita aeterna, quae bonae vitae redditur, Dei gratia est: et ipsa enim 
gratis datur... Gratia pro gratia" 12 Augustinus - libro: AUGUSTINUS, De gratia 
et libero arbitrio, c. 15, n. 31, PL 44. coll. 899-900. 18 Augustinus — capitulo 
10: AUGUSTINUS, De Trinitate XIII, c. 10, n. 14, ed. W.J. MOUNTAIN (CCSL, 50A), 
Turnhout 1968, p. 400.25-27. 20-21 caritas — nobis: Rm 5:5. 
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5| Praeterea, Augustinus, De perfectione iustitiae: ^Voluntas nostra 
nihil boni agit nisi divinitus adiuvetur," igitur non potest mereri nisi 
divinitus adiuvetur etc. 

6] Item, Augustinus, De verbis Domini: “Quicquid boni in voluntate 
gratiae est. Quod autem nostri est, peccatum est.” Sed cum meritum 
sit bonum, non potest esse nisi gratiae etc. 

7| Item, Augustinus, De gratia <et> libero arbitrio: “Sine Deo vel 
operante ut velimus, vel cooperante cum volumus, «ad» bona pietatis 
opera nihil valemus.” 

8| Item, ibidem, quod electi sunt apostoli ideo eligerunt, “non quia 
eligerunt electi sunt. Eligentium hominum nullum meritum esset nisi 
«eos» eligentis Dei gratia praeveniret" etc. 

9| Ista videtur esse opinio Iuliani haeretici, *qui bonam voluntatem ex 
libero arbitrio" sine gratia *esse dicebat atque hominem per liberum ar- 
bitrium posse bonum velle et operari sine gratia asserebat." Contra quam 
arguit Augustinus in libro Contra Iulianum per auctoritatem Apostoli 
dicens: “Apertam protulit Apostolus de gratuitae gratiae commenda- 
tione sententiam, cum ait: Non est volentis neque currentis etc. Hoc, 


est 


23 adiuvetur coni.| adiiiietur V 24 adiuvetur coni.] adiiiietur V 28 sine] sui 
a.c. V 29 ut Aug.] vel a.c. V; nihil p.c. V velimus Aug.] valemus p.c. V 
volumus] vel unus a.c. mg. V pietatis Aug.] parietis V 30 nihil Aug.] nisi 
V valemus Aug.] co beamus a.c. V; cohabeamus p.c. V 31 ideo coni.] ratio V 
33 eligentis Aug.] eligente V 36 asserebat coni.] asserabat V 37 arguit coni.) 
arguitur V 39 ait coni.] aut V 


22 Augustinus — iustitiae: AUGUSTINUS, De perfectione iustitiae hominis, c. 19, n. 40, 
ed. C.F. URBA, J. ZYCHA (CSEL, 42), Vienna 1902, p. 43.3-4, sed per PETRUM 
LOMBARDUM, Sententiae in IV libris distinctae II, d. 26, c. 1, ed. I. BRADY, vol. 1 
(Spicilegium Bonaventurianum, 4), Grottaferrata 1971, p. 471.7-8. 25 Augusti- 
nus — Domini: Fortasse AUGUSTINUS, De verbis Apostoli, sermo 165, Eph 3:13-18: 
http://www.augustinus.it/latino/discorsi/discorso 215 testo.htm. Sed vide AUGUS- 
TINUM, De peccatorum meritis et remissione et de baptisimo parvulorum ad Mar- 
cellinum libri tres II, c. 18, n. 28, ed. C.F. URBA, J. ZYCHA (CSEL, 60), Vienna 
1913, p. 100.18-20: “Sed laborant homines invenire in nostra voluntate quid boni sit 
nostrum quod nobis non sit ex Deo, et quomodo inveniri potest ignoro? 28 Augusti- 
nus — arbitrio: AUGUSTINUS, De gratia et libero arbitrio, c. 17, n. 33, PL 44, col. 901. 
31 ibidem: AUGUSTINUS, De gratia et libero arbitrio, c. 18, n. 38, PL 44, col. 904. 
34-36 qui — asserebat: PETRUS LOMBARDUS, Sententiae Il, d. 26, c. 1, ed. BRADY, 
p. 470.18-20. 37-38 Augustinus — dicens: AUGUSTINUS, Contra Iulianum opus im- 
perfectum I, n. 141, ed. M. ZELZER (CSEL, 85.1), Vienna 1974, p. 159.50—52, sed per 
PETRUM LOMBARDUM, Sententiae II, d. 26, c. 1, ed. BRADY, pp. 470.20-471.2. 39 
non - currentis: Rm 9:16. 
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si attenderes, Iuliane, non extenderes contra gratiam merita voluntatis 
humanae." 

[10] Item, Glossa ibidem: *Non ex libero arbitrio hominis bonum vo- 
lentis vel operantis ipsa bona voluntas vel operatio «est», sed ex Dei 
misericordia qui propter gratiam appositam facit nos velle et currere.” 
Igitur ex libero arbitrio sine gratia apposita non potest esse meritum 
etc. 

[11] Item, ista videtur esse opinio Pelagii, contra quem Augustinus 
arguit Contra Pelagianos, libro primo, capitulo 2: “Non potest homo 
aliquid boni velle nisi adiuvetur per gratiam ab eo qui malum non potest 
velle? Igitur nisi adiuvetur per gratiam, non potest mereri. 

[12] Praeterea, libro secundo: “Si Deus" per gratiam suam voluntatem 
nostram “non praeveniat, non solum <non> perficitur, sed nec inchoatur 
ex nobis" bonum meriti. “Si enim sine illo nihil possumus facere, profecto 
nec incipere nec perficere" etc. 

[13] Praeterea, si homo posset mereri sine gratia, homo ex libero arbi- 
trio sine gratia posset vitare omne peccatum, saltem mortale, quae fuit 
opinio Caelestii. Et quam opinionem reprobat Augustinus in libro De 
perfectione iustitiae, ubi recitat argumenta Caelestii et respondet ad ea 
tenendo quod voluntas non potest vitare peccatum mortale sine gratia 
etc. Consequentia probatur, quia nullum peccatum mortale committi- 
tur nisi quia fit quod prohibetur fieri aut quia non fit quod iubetur fieri, 
quia omne peccatum fit vel in non declinando a malo vel in non faciendo 
bonum. Sed si sine gratia posset homo mereri, utrumque istorum ae- 
qualiter posset facere carens gratia sicut habens gratiam, quia si carens 
gratia in non faciendo [V 86rb] quod prohibetur mereretur, constat quod 
viraret peccatum oppositum etc., et eodem modo de alio: si meretur in 
faciendo quod iubetur, posset vitare transgressionem illius praecepti. Et 
ita ex naturalibus sine gratia pro statu isto posset quilibet vitare omne 
mortale peccatum, quod est directe contra Augustinum hic prius, ubi 
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reprobat opinionem Caelestii et respondet ad argumenta sua. Igitur ex 
opposito sequitur quod sine gratia non potest aliquis mereri etc. 

[14] Praeterea, ista opinio est contra Bernardum in libro suo De libero 
arbitrio, ubi probat quod principium meriti non est nisi liberum arbi- 
trium informatum gratia. Dicit sic: "Tolle liberum arbitrium, non erit 
quod salvetur; tolle gratiam, non erit unde salvetur. Hoc opus sine 
duobus effici non potest: unum a quo fit, alterum cui vel in quo fit.” 
Igitur per eum opus meritorium non potest esse sine gratia. 

[15] Praeterea, Anselmus, De concordia gratiae et liberti arbitrii, ca- 
pitulo 13, dicit: “Dubium utique non est quia voluntas non vult recte nisi 
quia recta est.” Sed non est recta nisi per gratiam, ut dicit ibidem, “quia 
nulla creatura rectitudinem habet voluntatis nisi per gratiam." Sed si 
voluntas non possit recte velle, non potest mereri. Igitur sine gratia non 
potest voluntas mereri etc. 

[16] Illam opinionem damnat Decretalis, et quasi universaliter Sacra 
Scriptura et omnia dicta sanctorum, immo auctoritates ubique, possunt 
contra illam «adduci» etc. 


« Conclusio secunda socii 
«Gratia potest dupliciter considerari, uno modo secundum esse 
materiale et formale in subiecto, puta in anima, alio modo secundum 
esse radicale» 


[17] Responsio: sed forte dicet iste socius — sicut videbatur innuere in 
una alia conclusione quam ipse tenuit et in respondendo ad quasdam 
auctoritates quas adduxit contra se in ista conclusione — quod gratia 
potest dupliciter considerari, uno modo secundum esse materiale et for- 
male in subiecto, puta in ipsa anima, alio modo secundum esse radicale. 
Dicitur tunc quod absque gratia secundum esse materiale vel formale 
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potest quis mereri sine gratia, et meretur de facto sine gratia. Sed non 
potest aliquis mereri absque gratia secundum esse radicale. Et de gra- 
tia secundum illud esse posset intelligere omnes auctoritates praedictas 
quod nullus meretur sine gratia. Sic posset dicere quod auctoritates non 
sunt contra eum. Et — ut videbatur innuere — potest ista distinctio 
habere fundamentum ex auctoritate Gregorii in quadam homelia ubi 
dicit: *Non habet aliquid viriditatis ramus boni operis si non maneat 
in radice caritatis? Hic videtur innuere Gregorius quod, si ramus boni 
operis maneat in radice caritatis, tunc habet aliquid viriditatis. Hoc 
esset tunc bonum opus et meritorium vitae aeternae, et aliter non, etc. 

[18] Item, Augustinus, Super epistolam Iohannis, homelia 8, et allegat 
Magister, libro tertio, distinctione 31: “Radicata est caritas? Securus 
esto: nihil mali procedere potest? Si tunc ex radice caritatis nihil mali 
procedere potest, videtur quod illud quod procedit sit bonum et meri- 
torium etc. 

[19] Item, ibidem, Augustinus, homelia 3: “Unctio invisibilis caritas 
est quae in quocumque fuerit, radix illi erit; quamvis ardente sole," 
scilicet prosecutionis, *arescere non potest: nutritur calore solis, non 
arescit." 


Contra «conclusionem secundam socii? 


[20] Sed contra istam responsionem arguitur, et ut utar verbis suis, ca- 
pio gratiam in anima ut gratia solum est secundum illud esse radicale, 
et quaero utrum gratia solum secundum illud esse sit aliquid aut nihil. 
Si dicatur quod illud esse radicale — vel gratia, quod idem est — sit 
aliquid, aut adhuc est aliquid aliud ab essentia et substantia animae vel 
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non. Si non sit aliud ab ipsa essentia animae, tunc sequitur propositum, 
quod ipsa anima solum existente in naturalibus, puer vel homo secun- 
dum animam sic existentem meretur vitam aeternam vel potest mereri 
sine quocumque dono supernaturaliter dato aliud a seipsa, contra quam 
opinionem sunt auctoritates praedictae et Decretalis manifeste. 

[21] Si autem dicatur quod illud esse gratiae vel gratia secundum illud 
esse sit aliquid aliud ab ipsa substantia animae, tunc vel est aliquid 
supernaturaliter infusum a Deo et supernaturaliter datur ipsi animae 
in adiutorium ad [V 86va] bene volendum et meritorie operandum «vel 
non». Et si sic, tunc anima quae meretur ex isto dono Dei meretur 
ex gratia et non sine gratia, et per consequens est male concedere quod 
talis meretur sine gratia, quia talis non meretur sine Dei dono gratioso 
et supernaturaliter dato. Igitur non meretur sine gratia. 

[22] Si autem illud esse radicale gratiae sit aliud ab ipsa anima et non 
sit donum Dei gratis et supernaturaliter datum ipsi animae, sed aliquid 
per seipsam acquisitum, tunc sequeretur quod anima sine dono posset 
iustificare seipsum. Consequens falsum. Et consequentia probatur, quia 
nullus homo nisi iustificatus et gratus Deo meretur vitam aeternam. Si 
igitur homo haberet ex se unde meretur vitam aeternam, haberet ex se 
unde esset iustificatus et gratus Deo. 

[23] Si autem dicatur in principio quod illud esse radicale gratiae vel 
gratia secundum illud esse non est aliquid reale vel positivum in anima, 
quia non est aliud nisi quod anima est habilis et in potentia ad recipi- 
endum gratiam formaliter etc., contra: ex hoc sequitur quod anima ex 
puris naturalibus suis possit mereri vitam aeternam, quia talem habili- 
tatem et potentiam habet ex puris naturalibus; si igitur ex tali similiter 
posset mereri, ex puris naturalibus suis posset mereri etc. Consequens 
est falsum, quia secundum quod dicit Glossa super illud: Gratia Dei 
sum illud quod sum: “Primo enim dat Deus solam gratiam, cum non 
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praecedant gratiam nisi mala merita. Et primo per gratiam incipiunt 

bona merita," quia “non est gratia nisi sit gratis data," ut dicitur ibi- 

dem. Igitur dationem gratiae non praecedunt aliqua bona merita etc. 

Et per consequens eadem ratione nec post ablationem gratiae sequuntur 
155 aliqua bona merita nisi sit iterum nova collatio gratiae etc. 

[24] Praeterea, si gratia secundum illud esse radicale sit aliquid in 
anima, aut est substantia aut accidens. Non substantia, quia gratia for- 
maliter existens in anima est accidens, ut patet per Augustinum, II De 
libero arbitrio, ubi definit virtutem gratuitam, dicens: *Virtus est bona 

160 qualitas mentis qua recte vivimus et qua nullus male utitur," cuiusmodi 
est gratia, “quam Deus solus in homine operatur" Et allegat Magister, 
libro IL, distinctione 27. Si gratia secundum esse radicale esset sub- 
stantia et secundum esse formale est accidens, peccatum veniale faceret 
de accidente substantiam, et per consequens veniale peccatum faceret 

165 quod nulla potentia citra divinam potentiam posset facere, quia nulla 
alia potentia citra Deum potest facere accidens substantiam etc. 

[25] Si autem gratia secundum illud esse radicale esset substantia, ta- 
men secundum esse suum formale est accidens, peccatum veniale trans- 
substantiaret accidens in substantiam, quia, per eum, de gratia secun- 

170 dum esse formale per peccatum veniale fit gratia secundum esse radicale. 

[26] Si autem gratia secundum esse radicale sit accidens et est in an- 
ima tanquam in subiecto formaliter, inest sibi tanquam forma informans 
subiectum, igitur est ibi secundum esse formale, et per consequens, si 
anima meretur ex ista gratia, meretur ex gratia secundum esse formale, 

175 quia illa gratia est formaliter inhaerens animae. Quod tamen negat iste 
socius, quia dicit quod veniale peccatum destruit gratiam secundum esse 
formale et materiale, sed non secundum esse radicale. Quod esse, si sit 
esse alicuius entis vel alicuius rei — quia “quod non est res omnino nihil 
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est," secundum Augustinum — oportet ipsum ponere vel quod sit esse 
substantiae vel esse accidentis, et sive sic sive sic, sequitur inconveniens 
contra eum. 

[27] Praeterea, talis gratia secundum esse radicale vel facit habentem 
esse simpliciter gratum Deo vel non. Si sic, cum nullus sit gratus Deo 
sine gratia et dono supernaturali, non meretur similiter aliquis absque 
gratia, quia meretur ex ista gratia gratificante, igitur meretur ex gratia. 
Quod tamen negat iste socius, quia dicit quod meretur sine gratia etc. 

[28] Si autem ista gratia secundum istum modum essendi non facit 
habentem esse gratum et acceptum Deo, igitur talis non meretur vi- 
tam aeternam, quia cuilibet qui meretur vitam aeternam debetur vita 
aeterna; sed nulli qui non est gratus vel acceptus Deo debetur vita 
aeterna; igitur nullus talis meretur vitam aeternam etc. 


« Conclusio tertia socii? 
« Peccatum destruit et tollit gratiam» 


[29] Aliam conclusionem tenuit iste socius [V 86vb] quae est quasi fun- 
damentum istius conclusionis: quod peccatum destruit et tollit gratiam. 

[30] Istam tenet propter istam rationem: quia secundum Augustinum, 
Enchiridion, capitulo 12, sic: “omne malum aliquid adimit de bono,” 
cum igitur peccatum veniale sit malum, aliquid adimit de bono; sed 
certum est quod nihil adimit de substantia animae; igitur adimit et 
corrumpit gratiam, saltem secundum esse formale et materiale, sed non 
secundum esse radicale. 


« Contra conclusionem tertiam socii» 


[31] Contra: capio aliquem existentem in gratia, et peccet venialiter. 
Illud peccatum, secundum eum, adimit gratiam et corrumpit secundum 
esse formale et materiale, ita quod non habet esse mansurum et quietum 


179 esse coni.] causa V 180 sic?] mg. V 182 radicale coni.] radica" V 184 
supernaturali coni.] supernali V aliquis] aque a.c. V 187 secundum] sed a.c. 
V 188 habentem] habitum a.c. mg. V 190 non] mg. V 194 tenuit coni] 
teniit V 195 destruit] et tollit add. sed del. V 197 capitulo 12 (c. XII) coni.] 
ci. li. V adimit coni.] admit V 198 cum] est add. sed exp. V 199 certum 
coni.] tunc non V 204 secundum!] eque add. sed del. V 205 esse?] eum a.c. 
mg. V 


179 secundum Augustinum: AUGUSTINUS, De doctrina Christiana I, c. 2, n. 2, ed. 
I. MARTIN (CCSL, 32), Turnhout 1962, p. 7.13-14. 196-197 Augustinum - sic: 
AUGUSTINUS, Enchiridion, c. 4, n. 12, ed. Evans (CCSL, 46), p. 54.12-14: *... 
malum eius est corruptio quia eam qualicumque privat bono, nam si nullo bono privat 
non nocet; nocet autem; adimit igitur bonum.” 


611 


180 


185 


190 


195 


200 


205 


612 


210 


215 


220 


225 


230 


235 


Chris SCHABEL 


in anima, sed relinquitur solum secundum esse radicale. Et committat 
iterum unum aliud veniale aequale cum priori. Illud est malum, igitur 
aliquid corrumpit et adimit de bono; et non de substantia animae; igi- 
tur de isto bono gratiae. Igitur vel totum corrumpit vel partem illius. 
Si totum, habetur propositum quod veniale peccatum destruit gratiam 
secundum quodlibet sui esse: sicut mortale corrumpit immensurate, 
ita veniale corrumpit immensurate. Et per consequens aliquis solum 
peccando venialiter fit filius perditionis sicut alius peccando mortaliter. 
Consequens falsum. Si autem non destruit unum peccatum veniale nisi 
partem gratiae illius secundum esse radicale, cum gratia secundum illud 
esse sit finita, tot peccata venialia posset aliquis committere quod fundi- 
tus destrueret gratiam secundum esse radicale sicut alius per peccatum 
mortale etc. 

[32] Si autem dicit quod secundum peccatum veniale nihil «destruit 
vel corrumpit vel adimit de gratia secundum illud esse radicale, nec 
quotquot venialia committeret post primum, hoc est contra Augustinum 
et contra eum et fundamentum suum, quia propter hoc tenet quod omne 
malum aliquid adimit de bono et ita malum veniale etc. 

[33] Item, pono quod aliquis existens in gratia cadat per peccatum 
mortale. Secundum eum, peccatum mortale primum destruit gratiam to- 
taliter secundum esse materiale, formale, et radicale. Committit iterum 
aliud peccatum mortale. Illud peccatum est malum, igitur aliquid adimit 
de bono, secundum eum. Sed nihil de substantia animae; nec de gra- 
tia, quia secundum nullum esse remanet in anima; nec de aliquo alio 
bono acquisito in anima, quia suppono quod nullum sit aliud bonum ac- 
quisitum in anima, sicut est in baptizato quando primo venit ad annos 
discretionis. Igitur oportet eum ibi concedere quod maximum malum 
non adimit aliquid de bono, et ita oportet eum concedere inconveniens 
quod vellet vitare etc., quia illud peccatum mortale secundum commis- 
sum nihil adimit de bono illius, quia in principio non fuerunt plura bona 
nisi substantia animae et gratia infusa a Deo. Cum igitur primum pec- 
catum totaliter destruit gratiam, secundum peccatum non habet aliquid 
destruere nisi substantiam animae etc. 
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[34] Praeterea, gratia secundum esse formale, secundum illum, est 
maius bonum gratuitum et perfectius quam gratia secundum esse radi- 
cale, quia secundum esse radicale est tam exile bonum gratuitum ut non 
meretur dici gratia. Tunc arguitur sic: omne illud malum quod propter 
suam malitiam adimit et destruit maius et perfectius bonum gratuitum 
potest corrumpere et destruere minus bonum gratuitum; sed peccatum 
veniale, secundum eum, adimit et destruit gratiam secundum esse for- 
male propter repugnantiam inter malitiam suam et tantum bonum; igi- 
tur peccatum veniale potest destruere et corrumpere gratiam secundum 
esse radicale. Et per consequens sequitur quod homo per peccatum ve- 
niale totaliter ponitur extra gratiam gratum facientem etc. 

[35] Praeterea, arguo per argumentum factum: peccatum veniale ali- 
quid adimit de bono, et non nisi de bono gratiae; et non est maior 
ratio de una parte illius gratiae quam de alia; igitur adimit et corrumpit 
totam gratiam. Hoc est argumentum suum. Per consimilem formam 
arguo ego: peccatum veniale adimit et corrumpit aliquod esse gratiae; 
et non est maior ratio de uno esse quam de alio; igitur corrumpit esse 
omne gratiae vel nullum. Sed non nullum, per eum, igitur omne. Igitur 
peccatum veniale totaliter destruit gratiam secundum omne suum esse 
etc. 

[36] Si dicatur quod non est eadem ratio de uno esse gratiae [V 87ra] 
et de alio quare destruitur per peccatum veniale sicut est de una parte 
gratiae secundum aliquod unum esse, contra: capio gratiam parvuli in- 
fusam in baptismo. Haec est una simplex gratia, igitur solum habet 
unum esse. Committat talis quando primo venit ad annos discretionis 
ante omne meritum actuale aliquod peccatum veniale. Hoc peccatum, 
secundum eum, adimit totam gratiam, quia aliquam partem; et non est 
maior ratio de una parte quam de alia; igitur omnem partem, et per 
consequens totam gratiam. Et tunc arguitur sic: corrumpit totam gra- 
tiam, igitur corrumpit et adimit aliquod esse gratiae, quia impossibile 
est quod aliqua res sit totaliter destructa et tamen quod totum esse il- 
lius rei maneat. Si igitur peccatum veniale corrumpit et destruit aliquod 
esse gratiae illius, et solum est unum esse gratiae illius, cum sit gratia 
simplex, igitur corrumpit omne esse illius gratiae, et per consequens se- 
cundum nullum esse permanet. Et ita habetur propositum quod veniale 
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peccatum destruit funditus gratiam gratum facientem, et per consequens 
ponit hominem totaliter extra caritatem et viam salutis. 

[37] Si dicit quod relinquitur solum secundum radicem, quaero tunc, 
aut illi cui relinquitur secundum solum hoc debetur aequale praemium 
aeternum sicut alteri qui non commisit aliquod peccatum veniale aut 
non? $i sic, inaequalibus in gratia correspondet aequale praemium, quod 
est contra Augustinum, Enchiridion, capitulo 83. 

[38] Si dicatur quod non correspondebit eis aequale praemium, sed mi- 
nus sibi qui peccavit, tunc sequeretur quod peccatum veniale in electo 
gravius puniretur quam peccatum mortale in reprobo, quod est mani- 
festum inconveniens. Et consequentiam probo, quia capio illud in quo 
minuitur praemium suum aeternum propter peccatum veniale — sit ille 
gradus a: privatio ipsius a est malum poenae aeternum debitum isti pro 
peccato veniali, quia quanto a gradus esset sibi bonum, tanto eius de- 
structio et privatio est sibi malum. Capio poenam infernalem debitam 
alicui mortali, et sit b: b non excedit praemium a in ratione mali poenae 
nisi in certa proportione — sit in dupla proportione. Cum igitur pos- 
sit esse peccatum mortale in duplo minus grave et in quadruplo quam 
sit peccatum cui debetur b poena, poterit esse poena debita mortali in 
quadruplo minor quam poena b, et per consequens in duplo minor quam 
sit poena aeterna quae est privatio ipsius a. Et ita peccatum veniale 
gravius punitur in electo quam mortale in reprobo, quod est falsum et 
inconveniens, “quia electis omnia cooperantur in bonum? etc. 


« Conclusio quarta socii 
«Possibile est quod actus meritorius sit peccatum veniale 


[39] Praeterea, iste socius concedit quod possibile est quod actus meri- 
torius sit peccatum veniale, et conceditur consequenter quod actus me- 
ritorius tollit et destruit caritatem, quia secundum eum omne peccatum 
veniale tollit caritatem et gratiam etc. 


279 sic coni] sit V in] s.l. V 281 correspondebit coni.] quo respondebit a.c. 
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« Contra conclusionem quartam socii» 


[40] Contra illud: per omnem actum meritorium quo quis meretur vi- 
tam aeternam meretur augmentationem gratiae; sed existens in gratia 
per omnem actum meritorium meretur vitam aeternam; igitur per om- 
nem actum suum meritorium meretur augmentationem gratiae, et per 
consequens per omnem actum meritorium existentis in gratia augitur 
gratia sua. Si igitur per aliquem actum meritorium minuitur vel tolli- 
tur, gratia simul minuitur et augitur, quae includunt repugnantiam etc. 
Maior illius rationis probatur, quia per meritum augmentatur gratia, et 
non est maior ratio de uno merito quam de alio quin proportionaliter 
per illud augmentetur gratia, igitur per omne meritum proportionaliter 
per illud augmentetur gratia. 

[41] Item, illud quod est meritorium maioris praemii potest esse meri- 
torium minoris praemii; sed omnis actus meritorius est meritorius vitae 
aeternae, quae «est^ maius praemium; igitur et gratiae, quod est minus. 


« Conclusio quinta socii 
«De aequalitate gratiae infusae et acquisitae> 


[42] Praeterea, unum aliud est quod ipse dicit, quod si Deus infundat 
alicui aliquem gradum gratiae, qui sit a, si voluntas in bene utendo isto 
gradu acquirat de novo aliquem gradum, qui sit b, dicitur tunc quod b 
est aequalis ipsi a, quia a non differt a b nisi sicut trigonus a tetragono, 
[V 87rb] quia sicut trigonus materialiter continetur in tetragono et est 
ipsum materialiter, ita gradus a continetur in b et est ipsum materialiter 
et non formaliter, et ideo a non potest separari a b quia est idem cum 
eo realiter. 


« Contra conclusionem quintam socii» 


[43] Contra illud arguitur: nihil quod acquirit voluntas per bonum mo- 
tum suum est a; ista patet statim, quia nihil acquisitum per bonum 
motum voluntatis praecedit bonum motum voluntatis, quia tunc non 
esset acquisitum per bonum motum si praecedet. Sed b est acquisitum 
306 actum] divinum add. sed del. V 308 per] mg. V 311 maior] illius add. 
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per bonum motum voluntatis; hoc patet per positum. Igitur b non est 
à, et per consequens realiter distinguitur ab a ex quo sunt duo realiter 
existentia etc. 

[44] Praeterea, nihil quod est totaliter infusum et similiter datum a 
Deo est acquisitum a «voluntate sua; sed a> in voluntate sua, per 
positum, est totaliter infusum et supernaturaliter datum a Deo; igitur 
non est a acquisitum a voluntate. Et b est acquisitum a voluntate, ut 
patet; igitur a non est b. Ideo illud dictum suum, ut videtur, includit 
contradictionem. 

[45] Item, b est accidens simplex, puta qualitas in mente, ut patet 
per Augustinum, igitur non includit aliquid tanquam materiam sui, quia 
secundum dictum Philosophi et antiquorum dictum, “accidens non habet 
materiam ex qua, sed solum in qua," igitur b non includit a tanquam 
materiam sui sicut tetragonus trigonum includit. 

[46] Item, ex hoc quod 6 includeret a materialiter et a materialiter 
continetur in b, sequitur formaliter quod b non sit a, quia b haberet a 
tanquam materiale suum et aliquod aliud habet tanquam formale, igi- 
tur secundum se totum excedet a, et per consequens non esset a. Illud 
patet in exemplo suo, quia impossibile esset ut trigonus contineretur in 
tetragono per modum positum nisi excederetur a tetragono vel econ- 
tra. Eodem modo de numeris: minor numerus materialiter contentus in 
maiori exceditur a maiori. Sed nihil exceditur a seipso; igitur unum non 
est aliud, quia sunt diversae species semper, ut patet in numeris et in 
figuris etc. 


« Ad auctoritates et argumentum socii 


[47] Illae auctoritates in principio allegatae pro radice caritatis non faci- 
unt pro opinione sua, sed magis ad oppositum, quia secundum «quod» 
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distinguit Magister, libro III, distinctione 31, sunt tres gradus generalis 
caritatis et virtutis: exordium et profectus «et perfectio». Sed secun- 
dum eum, illa est perfecta caritas quae radicata est ut vix vel numquam 
amitti poterit; sed incipiens et provecta amitti poterunt et saepe amit- 
tuntur, quia non sunt radicatae sicut perfecta caritas; igitur caritas 
quanto perfectior est, tanto magis radicata. Et ut ponit Augustinus 
super epistolam Iohannis, “sicut radix omnium malorum est cupiditas, 
ita radix omnium bonorum est caritas," quia sicut ex amore inordinato, 
quem vocat ‘cupiditas’, procedunt et pullulant omnia mala opera, ita 
ex bono amore, quae est caritas, procedunt omnes aliae virtutes verae 
et bona opera tanquam rami ex radice. Et non dicitur ‘radix caritatis’ 
propter aliquod radicale quod habet in anima distinctum ab esse for- 
mali, quia si sit caritas et gratia creata, necessario esse suum erit for- 
male in anima, quia est qualitas formaliter inhaerens ipsi animae per 
quam liberum arbitrium movetur ad bene volendum vel operandum et 
sine qua non poterit bene velle. 

[48] Ad argumentum suum per quod probat quod peccatum veniale 
corrumpit et adimit gratiam, quia secundum Augustinum omne malum 
adimit aliquid de bono etc., potest dici quod omne peccatum aliquid 
adimit de bono quia privantur peccantes ab aliquo bono. Nam peccatum 
originale privat a summo bono quoad effectum gratiae vel iustitiae quae 
est ex gratia, sed omne peccatum actuale privat a bono finis, differenter 
tamen, quia vel privat actum a [V 87va] bono finis, et sic tam peccatum 
veniale quam mortale est privatio boni, vel privat personam peccantem 
a fine, et sic peccatum mortale est privatio boni, scilicet summi boni, 
quoad effectum gratiae sive iustitiae etc. 

[49] Alio modo respondeo per auctoritatem istius Rabimossis in libro 
suo, capitulo 13, quod omne *malum est privatio alicuius dispositionis 
convenientis," sive sint mala culpae sive mala poenae. Hoc iste. Ideo 
dico quod, sicut malum poenae est privatio alicuius dispositionis con- 
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venientis naturae istius quae sustinet poenam, ita malum culpae, sive 
mortalis sive venialis, est privatio alicuius dispositionis convenientis de 
bono ordinato ad finem. Patet de culpa mortali, primo quia privat totam 
vitam spiritualem et gratiam, et quaelibet culpa mortalis sequens magis 
indisponit et inhabilitat eum ad surgendum de peccato. Nam malum 
corrumpit modum, speciem, et ordinem, secundum Augustinum, quod 
est quoddam esse quo creatura modo, specie, et ordine ordinatur ad 
finem et adimit peccatum quodlibet. Et ita quolibet privat aliquam dis- 
positionem quae nata esset aliquo modo facere ad vitam spiritualem, 
puta ad rectam rationem et bonam voluntatem etc. Et eodem modo 
de culpa veniali patet quod quaelibet culpa venialis est privatio alicuius 
dispositionis convenientis spirituali profectui peccantis, quia omne pec- 
catum veniale aliquo modo videtur impedimentum facere ad spiritualem 
profectum. Et sic intelligitur auctoritas Augustini de malo culpae, et 
proportionaliter potest intelligi de malo poenae etc. Sed nullam gra- 
tiam gratum facientem adimit peccatum veniale, nec hoc voluit dicere 
Augustinus, quia sibi non repugnat etc. 


Secundus articulus 
« Ad argumenta socii contra conclusionem Halifax de peccato ex 
ignorantia» 


« Conclusio Halifax 
«Nullus peccat ex ignorantia in quam incidit sine culpa» 


[50] Item, iste socius, non obstante quod destruxit gratiam, voluit, ut 
dixit, mihi aliquid impertiri de gratia. Et ideo contra quandam con- 
clusionem quam texi fecit bene sex vel septem argumenta, puta contra 
istam: quod nullus peccat ex ignorantia in quam incidit sine culpa. Sed 
iste socius nullum intellectum distinxit de ista propositione contra quem 
voluit arguere. Tamen dixi quod aliqua fuit ignorantia in quam ignorans 
incidit sine culpa sua, sed non sine culpa cuiuscumque ex qua iste igno- 
rans peccat et quae est causa peccati. Similiter, ignorantia in adulto non 
baptizato, quando primo venit ad annos discretionis, nam in tali adulto 
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ignorantia et infirmitas imputabiles sunt ad culpam, et ex utraque is- 
tarum peccat, licet non ex aliqua culpa sua in istam incidat. Hoc patet 
per Augustinum, III De libero arbitrio, et per Hugonem de Sancto Vic- 
tore, libro tertio. Et Anselmus, De concordia, dicit *eos qui non sunt in 
Christo Ihesu sequi damnationem quotiens sentiunt carnem, et si non se- 
cundum carnem ambulant," hoc est, licet non consentiant mente. Et ita 
omnis primus motus est peccatum in eis. Et eadem ratione ignorantia 
impeditiva ad salutem est peccatum. In eis aliqua est ignorantia, ut dixi, 
quae non est circa universalia principia, sed est magis in applicatione ad 
singularia, ut patet ex Philosopho, III Ethicorum, quae ignorantia con- 
cernit frequenter istam circumstantiam circa quid, puta subiectum vel 
materiam de qua est opinio. De tali ignorantia dictum fuit quod, si 
aliquis sine culpa incidat «in» istam, ita quod nec voluntas commit- 
tendo nec omittendo sit voluntaria vel in potestate voluntatis, tunc ut 
prius ex tali ignorantia est causa peccati etc. 


Modo ad argumenta 
« Ad primum argumentum socii responsio Halifax 


[51] Primum argumentum fuit: Iudaei ex ignorantia in quam inciderunt 
sine culpa occiderunt Christum, igitur ex tali ignorantia peccaverunt. 
Consequentia satis patet. Et antecedens probatur, quia arbitrabantur 
obsequium se praestare Deo, igitur ignoranter fecerunt. [V 87vb] 

[52] Item, Anselmus, II Cur Deus homo, capitulo 15, excusat in parte 
peccatum eorum per ignorantiam, allegans auctoritatem Apostoli, <I> 
Corinthios 2: Si cognovissent, numquam Dominum gloriae crucifixis- 
sent. Et dicit quod, quia peccatum eorum ignoranter fuit factum, ideo 
fuit remissibile etc. 

[53] Et ad illud dico quod ista ignorantia quam habuerunt fuit ex- 
presse culpa eorum, ut dicitur in Glossa, Romanos 10, super illud Isaiae: 
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Quis credidit auditui nostro etc. Ubi dicit Glossa quod causa “quare 
credere non poterant" Iudaei fuit “quia nolebant" Non fuit causa ex 
parte Dei quia excaecavit oculos eorum, sed voluntas eorum mala hoc 
meruit. Propter quod, quia “quotquot superbe sapiunt, non possunt in 
Christum credere," dico tunc pro isto quod aliquorum fuit ignorantia 
talis sicut superiorum, quia non sciverunt nec scire voluerunt ea quae 
tenebantur scire, scilicet ipsum esse Messiam eis promissum in lege, cum 
tamen bene potuerunt, quia ex lege illorum haberunt unde debuerunt 
scire. Ex ibidem fuit ignorantia affectata, quae in nullo excusabat pec- 
catum. Aliorum fuit ignorantia talis qui nescierunt quod tenebantur 
scire et neglexerunt illud scire, et propter nimium zelum inordinanter ad 
oppositum non poterunt habere apud se determinate quod tenebantur 
hoc scire. Et ista ignorantia in parte excusabat peccatum. Talis erat 
ignorantia Apostoli et aliorum pro quibus orabat Christus et de quibus 
dicitur in Actibus Apostolorum: Scio quod «per» ignorantiam fecis- 
tis etc. Illius ignorantiae est in voluntate aliquo modo principium et 
causa et ideo imputabilis ad peccatum. Iste duplex gradus ignorantiae 
Iudaeorum crucifigentium Christum, scilicet superiorum et inferiorum, 
satis innuitur in Glossa super illud <I> Corinthios 2: Si cognovissent, 
numquam, etc. 

[54] Sed si fuisset aliquis bonus Iudaeus in lege sua qui tunc temporis 
habuisset talem ignorantiam de Verbo incarnato, respectu cuius ignoran- 
tiae voluntas nullo modo fuisset in culpa, dico quod talis ex ista ignoran- 
tia numquam egisset ad interfectionem Christi, quia non voluit Christus 
interfici nisi a malis, sed Deus illuminasset eum et unctio docuisset eum 
quid oportuit eum facere. Et hoc dico generaliter, quod in tali ignorantia 
hominem existentem in caritate Deus illuminat. Nec de lege ordinata 
ex tali ignorantia sinit eum peccare, sicut existentem in caritate ex lege 
carnis et memborum nisi voluntas fuerit in culpa numquam permittit 
Deus peccare, quia scientia qua homo dirigitur in agendum est donum 
Spiritus Sancti, sicut posset patere in exemplis. 
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Ad secundum responsio 


[55] Secundo, ponatur quod aliquis sine peccato incidat in furiam, et 
existens in furia occidit hominem. Post hoc convalescat. Et quaero, aut 
post factum suum debeat sibi placere aut displicere? Quod non debet 
sibi placere certum est, igitur sibi debet displicere, et per consequens de 
isto debet paenitere. Sed non debet paenitere nisi quia peccavit ex tali 
ignorantia in quam incidit sine culpa etc. 

[56] Ad illud dico quod casus est possibilis quod aliquis incidet sine 
culpa in furiam etc. Et quando quaeritur utrum postquam convaluerit 
debeat sibi placere factum suum sive displicere, dico quod debet sibi 
displicere factum suum, quia, secundum quod dicit Philosophus, III 
Ethicorum, capitulo 2, nihil ex ignorantia creatum dicitur simpliciter 
iniustum, «sed» malum postquam fuerit cognitum inducat tristitiam 
et paenitudinem de illo quod ignoranter factum est. 

[57] Et tunc ad argumentum, “Non debet sibi displicere factum suum 
nisi quia peccavit in facto suo," dico quod hoc est falsum. Ecce exem- 
plum: modo video proximum meum occisum a bestia vel occisum per 
casum ligni vel per informem lapidem. Tunc occisio sua infortunata de- 
bet mihi placere vel displicere? Non placere, certum est, quia hoc esset 
contra caritativam dilectionem proximi. Igitur debet mihi displicere [V 
88ra] et de hoc habere disciplinam. Et certum est pro nullo peccato, 
quia in occisione illius nullum fuit peccatum. 

[58] Et ideo modo dico in proposito quod, si ille existens in furia care- 
bat omnino usu rationis, non peccavit occidendo hominem, et tamen 
debet dolere et sibi displicere cum habuerit usum rationis. Et si occur- 
rat memoriae quod tale factum fecerit, si non doleat et sibi displiceat, 
tunc primo peccat, quia habet voluntatem expressam vel interpretati- 
vam consentiendi in illicitis. Et ideo tunc primo peccat et non ante. Nec 
tamen illam paenitentiam sic habere est pro aliquo peccato etc. 
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Ad tertium responsio 


[59] Tertio arguebatur, posito quod aliquis contrahat cum vidua credens 
se contrahere cum virgine, ita quod habeat de hoc talem ignorantiam 
in quam incidit sine culpa, talis peccat, et ex tali ignorantia, igitur etc. 
Antecedens probatur, quia talis contrahit irregularitatem de iure, cum 
sit irregularitas poena, et ^omnis poena est poena peccati," secundum 
Augustinum, Super Genesim; igitur talis peccavit in contrahendo. 

[60] Ad illud dico quod in proposito talis contrahit irregularitatem 
sine omni peccato quoad contractum etc. Et in multis aliis casibus fieri 
irregularis potest sine omni peccato, immo multum merendo. Et ad 
Augustinum dico quod vult dicere quod omnis poena quae ad miseriam 
pertinet a peccato habuit originem. Et hoc est verum, quia nulla talis 
poena fuisset si non fuisset peccatum. Nec omnis irregularitas proprie est 
poena tanquam poena pro aliquo peccato. Ideo non valet consequentia: 
‘Est irregularis, igitur peccavit’ etc. 


Ad quartum responsio 


[61] Item, aliquis non baptizatus potest credere se baptizatum esse, et sic 
ex tali ignorantia sine culpa sua manere in originali peccato est peccare, 
ergo talis ex ignorantia peccat etc. 

[62] Ad illud patet ex praedictis quod non est contra conclusionem 
meam, quia dixi quod in non baptizato aliquo ignorantia impeditiva 
salutis vel de necessariis ad salutem, etsi non fit ex culpa propria, est 
imputabilis ad peccatum, sicut omnis concupiscentia carnis in talibus 
est peccatum, licet respectu illius voluntatis. 

[63] Praeterea, aliquando nec est principium nec causa etc. Et sic 
dico quod in talibus aliqua ignorantia est imputabilis ad culpam, sed 
respectu illius voluntatis. 

[64] Praeterea, nec fuerit principium nec causa, quia talis ignorantia 
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est ubi non impeditivam salutis vel de necessariis ad salutem habuis- 
set etc. Sed in renatis non est talis ignorantia imputabilis ad culpam 
nisi respectu istius aliquo modo voluntatis fuerit principium vel causa, 
quia in tali ignorantia non est causa transgressionis vel peccati, licet 
aliquando poterit esse aliqua occasio peccandi, ut dictum fuit prius etc. 


Ad quintum responsio 


[65] Quinto arguebatur, posito quod aliquis bibat bene de bono vino, 
postquam fecerit excessum in bibendo, opinetur certitudinaliter quod 
erit inebriatus; statim cum vinum incipiat digeri et turbare cerebrum, 
conteratur tunc talis et confiteatur de isto excessu. Post confessionem 
et paenitentiam acceptam fiat ebrius et perdat usum rationis, et in isto 
statu occidat hominem. Tunc sic: iste peccat ex ignorantia in occidendo 
et in quam incidit sine culpa, quia non fuit alia culpa nisi excessus in 
bibendo; sed de isto excessu contritus est et confessus; igitur sine culpa 
incidit in illam etc. 

[66] Ad illud posset dici quod istum incidere in ignorantiam potest 
intelligi dupliciter in proposito, vel quia aliquid voluit facere et fecit 
unde necessario sequeretur ignorantia talis, et sic dico quod ex culpa 
sua ipse incidit in ignorantiam, quantumcumque conteritur postea. Alio 
modo potest intelligi ipsum incidere in ignorantiam quando incipit esse 
ignorans vel quando ignorantia incipit, et sic sine omni culpa sua ipse 
incidit in ignorantiam. Et dico hoc in proposito: quod talis non peccat in 
occidendo [V 88rb] hominem, et hoc si careat omni usu rationis, non plus 
quam furiosus qui sine culpa incidit in furiam. Et tamen secundum leges 
terrae debet suspendi statim postea et propter hoc in quo non peccavit, 
quia in occidendo hominem non peccavit, et tamen qui occidit hominem 
secundum leges debet suspendi etc. Ideo in isto casu est concedendum 
quod aliquis est suspendendus pro aliquo in quo non peccavit et iuste 
iudicandus ad suspendendum pro non peccato, quia talis non peccavit 
nisi in volendo excedere in bibendo. Et tamen pro isto non adiudicatur 
morti, sed quia occidit, in quo non peccavit. 
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Ad sextum responsio 


[67] Sexto arguebatur: pueri et impuberes peccant ex ignorantia in 
quam incidunt sine culpa etc. 

[68] Dico quod haec est falsa, quia nullus peccat antequam habeat ali- 
qualem usum rationis, et habens usum rationis, si sit renatus in Christo, 
non peccat ex aliqua ignorantia prout ‘ex’ praepositio denominat circum- 
stantiam causalem, nisi eius voluntas in committendo vel in omittendo 
istius ignorantiae fuerit aliquo modo principium et causa. Et quando ita 
est, tunc non sine culpa incidit in istam ignorantiam etc. 


Tertius articulus 
« Contra responsiones socii ad alios 


<1. Aliquod est consilium cuius transgressio non est gravis, et tamen 
nullus praecepti transgressio gravior est illa? 


[69] Praeterea, iste socius nitebatur improbare unam conclusionem vel 
propositionem quam posuit quidam tunc inceptor, nunc autem magister. 
Quae conclusio fuit ista: quod aliquod est consilium cuius transgressio 
non est gravis, et tamen nullius praecepti transgressio gravior est illa. 

[70] Contra illam arguebat sic, primo contra primam partem sic: trans- 
gressio illius consilii: Filioli mei ne peccetis, de quo fuit sermo, est 
alicuius reatus, igitur est alicuius gravitatis, et per consequens trans- 
gressio eius est gravis. Igitur haec est falsa: quod non est gravis. 

[71] Contra secundam partem arguit sic: si nulla transgressio prae- 
cepti non esset gravior illa, igitur transgressio praecepti aequaretur sibi 
in gravitate. Consequentia patet. Et consequens falsum, quia transgres- 
sio consilii stat cum caritate, transgressio praecepti non, igitur non sunt 
aequaliter graves, sed transgressio praecepti gravior est. Et per con- 
sequens haec secunda pars est falsa, quia nullius praecepti transgressio 
gravior est illa etc. 
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Responsio «socii» 


[72] Ideo tenuit iste socius in fine quod hoc: Filioli mei ne peccetis, nec 
est praeceptum nec consilium, sed est commune ad utrumque commu- 
nitate generis ad suas species, sicut animal ad hominem et asinum etc. 


Contra «responsionem socii? 


[73] Contra illud, et primo contra ultimo dictum, ut puta quod hoc: Fili- 
oli mei non peccetis, nec est praeceptum nec consilium, sed est commune 
communitate generis ad utrumque. Contra: ex secunda parte illius dicti 
sequitur oppositum primae partis, quia sit a hoc dictum: Filioli mei 
etc.; a est genus commune ad praeceptum et consilium, igitur significa- 
tive accipiendo a praedicatur affirmative et vere et de praecepto et de 
consilio, igitur praeceptum est a et concilium est a, et per consequens a 
est praeceptum et consilium, quod est oppositum primae partis dicti sui. 
Ideo illud dictum, quod a nec est praeceptum nec consilium, et tamen est 
commune communitate generis ad utrumque, includit contradictionem. 

[74] Sed dico, sicut dixit magister, quod est consilium, quia Apos- 
tolus conversus ad fidem per eum scripsit consulendo et persuadendo 
quod quantum possent a peccato caverent; sed cuiuscumque praecepti 
transgressio est peccatum a quo potest existens in gratia cavere; igitur 
cuiuscumque praecepti transgressio — et istius consilii transgressio est 
alicuius praecepti — esset gravior seipsa, quod est impossibile. Quod 
istius consilii transgressio non sit gravis probo, quia illius consilii trans- 
gressio non est gravis quae quocumque veniali dato in infinitum est lev- 
ior; sed quocumque veniali dato illius consilii transgressio est vel potest 
esse levior; igitur illius consilii transgressio [V 88va] non est gravis. Mi- 
nor patet, quia quocumque veniali dato potest esse illius consilii trans- 
gressio levior, et per consequens non est gravis. 

[75] Praeterea, istae differentiae ‘leve’ et ‘grave’ prout sunt differentiae 
peccati vel accipiuntur ut sunt differentiae peccati in communi vel pec- 
cati tantum mortalis vel peccati tantum venialis. Si peccati in communi 
sint, peccatum mortale dicitur esse grave si comparatur ad peccatum ve- 
niale, et per consequens non omnis transgressio illius consilii est gravis, 
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cum omne peccatum veniale sit transgressio illius consilii. Si autem ac- 
cipiantur ut sunt differentiae peccati mortalis, sequitur quod non omnis 
transgressio illius est gravis. Si accipiantur ut sunt differentiae peccati 
venialis, cum sint tres gradus peccati venialis, ut dicitur in Glossa, <I> 
Corinthios 3, qui designantur per lignum, foenum, et stipulam, illa de 
tertio gradu sunt ita levia ut dicuntur non gravia in comparatione ad 
aliquod aliud, et per consequens sunt simpliciter levia. Sed quodlibet is- 
torum est transgressio istius consilii, igitur non omnis transgressio illius 
consilii est gravis. 

[76] Praeterea, aliqui sunt ita perfecti, ut dicit Magister, libro IV, dis- 
tinctione 22, ut nullum istorum trium aedificat, nec lignum, nec foenum, 
nec stipulam, “qui etsi venialiter aliquando peccent, fervore caritatis ita 
absumitur in eis peccatum sicut gutta aquae in camino ignis. Et ideo," 
ut ipse dicit, “numquam secum portant cremabilia.” Tamen talia peccata 
venialia non sunt gravia, manifestum est, quia poenae eis debitae nullo 
modo sunt graves. Et quodlibet istorum est transgressio illius consilii, 
igitur non omnis transgressio illius consilii est gravis etc. 

[77] Ad argumenta. Ad argumenta sua respondeo. Quando argui- 
tur: “Omnis transgressio istius consilii est alicuius reatus, igitur alicuius 
gravitatis," nego consequentiam, quia aliquod potest esse peccatum ve- 
niale ita leve ut poena ad quam obligat non sit gravis, quia non obligat 
ad aliquam poenam etc. 

[78] Ad argumentum aliud: “si transgressio praecepti non esset gravi- 
or illa, tunc aequaretur sibi" etc., dico quod est ista eadem et similiter 
aequatur sibi, quia unum mortale aequatur alteri, et per consequens 
transgressio praecepti aequatur transgressioni illius consilii. Et ad pro- 
bationem, quando dicitur: “Una transgressio non stat cum caritate et 
alia stat cum caritate," dico quod aliqua stat et alia non, et est trans- 
gressio illius consilii. 
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«2. Quilibet peccator tenetur esse extra caritatem 


[79] Praeterea, iste socius videbatur niti ad corrigendum responsionem 
unius bacularii ad unum argumentum, quod fuit illud: peccator disponit 
se dispositione praevia ad caritatem, igitur est extra caritatem; quilibet 
peccator tenetur ad antecedens; igitur quilibet peccator tenetur ad con- 
sequens, et per consequens quilibet peccator tenetur esse extra carita- 
tem. 

[80] Et respondit iste socius alio modo quam alius, quod licet illa 
consequentia sit bona: ‘Aliquis disponit se dispositione praevia ad ca- 
ritatem, igitur est extra caritatem', tamen non sequitur: ‘Iste tenetur 
ad antecedens, igitur tenetur ad consequens. Et causa est, dicit ipse, 
quia non tenetur ad antecedens nisi per accidens, quia accidit sibi quod 
est extra caritatem, et ex hoc antecedenti tenetur ad consequens. Sed 
si aliqua consequentia sit bona, et aliquis per se tenetur ad antecedens, 
ipse tenetur ad consequens. 


« Contra correctionem socii 


[81] Sed contra illam responsionem, capio consequentiam, et hoc ex op- 
posito consequentis: ‘Aliquis est in caritate, igitur non disponit se dis- 
positione praevia ad caritatem. Ista consequentia est bona, certum est, 
et quilibet existens in mortali per se tenetur ad antecedens, quia quilibet 
viator per se tenetur esse in caritate, igitur quilibet existens in mortali 
tenetur non disponere se dispositione [V 88vb] praevia ad caritatem, 
quod est manifeste falsum, quia quilibet existens in mortali tenetur se 
disponere tali dispositione etc. 

[82] Praeterea, iste innocens non peccabit mortaliter, igitur numquam 
paenitebit de peccato mortali. Capio unum qui est nunc innocens. Iste 
tenetur per se ad antecedens, manifestum est, quia numquam tene- 
tur peccare mortaliter, et tamen non tenetur ad consequens, quia sic 
numquam posset verificare oppositum consequentis nisi in hoc quod pec- 
caret mortaliter, quia si teneor non facere a, in faciendo a sum in peccato 
mortali. Sed hoc est falsum, quia iste in paenitendo merebitur vitam 
aeternam. Igitur in paenitendo non peccabit mortaliter, quod tamen se- 
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queretur, secundum responsionem suam, et per consequens videtur quod 
magis corrumpit quam correxit responsionem bacularii. 


<3. Nullus potest aliquo actu implere praeceptum ad quod tenetur nisi 
faciat consilium> 


[83] Item, responsionem alterius bacularii nitebatur conducere ad unum 
argumentum quo probatur quod nullus potest aliquo actu implere prae- 
ceptum ad quod tenetur nisi faciat consilium. Quia ponatur quod aliquis 
ex praecepto teneatur ad actum aliquem pro omni tempore. Illud prae- 
ceptum non potest iste implere nisi habendo actum in aliquo gradu, hoc 
etiam ex caritate; sed in quocumque gradu caritatis ipse impleret prae- 
ceptum habendo actum remissiorem, et ex remissiore caritate; igitur in 
quocumque gradu actum habeat vel ex quocumque gradu caritatis pro 
à tempore ipse facit aliquid supererogationis, et per consequens facit 
consilium. 

[84] Dicitur hic quod, quia ex praecepto tenetur ad substantiam actus 
et ex caritate tenetur, immo secundum quemcumque gradum habeat 
actum vel ex quacumque caritate, ipse non facit nisi quod tenetur ex 
praecepto facere, et per consequens non facit aliquid supererogationis, 
et intensio actus vel remissio actus non sunt nisi accidentia, quatenus 
pertinet ad praeceptum, ex quo ex praecepto tenetur ad substantiam 
actus et ex caritate aliqua etc. 


« Contra responsionem socii 


[85] Contra illam responsionem pono quod sint duo qui ex praecepto 
tenentur ad aliquem actum, puta ad diligendum Deum vel ad sancti- 
ficandum Sabbatum pro a tempore. Habeat uterque actum pro isto 
tempore, sed unus in duplo intensiorem alio. Et sint omnia alia paria. 
Tunc sic: iste qui habet actum in duplo intensiorem virtuosius et lauda- 
bilius facit quam alius et magis meretur quam alius; sed alius per actum 
suum implet praeceptum; igitur iste aliquid ultra facit, et per conse- 
quens facit aliquid supererogationis, et ita facit consilium. Et eodem 
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modo arguitur de isto qui facit aliquid supererogationis, quia si esset 
unus tertius qui ex praecepto teneretur ad consimilem actum pro a tem- 
pore et haberet actum in duplo remissiorem quam iste secundus, adhuc 
iste tertius impleret praeceptum, igitur iste secundus, cum plus facit, 
aliquid supererogationis facit, et eodem modo de quarto respectu tertii, 
et sic «in» infinitum. Igitur, ut videtur, non potest dici quin talis plus 
meretur et melius facit quam teneatur ex praecepto facere, et per con- 
sequens illud plus erit consilii e& supererogationis. Et ita videtur quod 
ille socius qui voluit omnes corrigere in omnibus deficit etc. 


<4. Existenti in gratia sit possibilis perplexitas inter duo peccata» 


[86] Praeterea, ad principale, quod existenti in gratia sit possibilis per- 
plexitas inter duo peccata probatur, quia pono quod Deus alicui exis- 
tenti in gratia revelet quod coaget secum ad aliquem actum qui de se est 
malus et peccatum, sicut est actus quo libertatem punit ecclesiasticam 
vel actus quo directe vult facere contra conscientiam, qui actus semper 
erit malus et peccatum. Et revelet sibi quod de illo peccato erit finaliter 
impaenitens, et praecipiat sibi quod assentiat huic revelationi. <Tunc 
vel assentiet huic revelationi> vel non. «Si» sic, sequitur quod credet 
se numquam habiturum futuram beatitudinem, et per consequens des- 
perationem habebit; sed hoc est peccatum in Spiritum Sanctum etc. Si 
autem non assentiet huic revelationi, et praeceptum est sibi assentire, et 
hoc bene novit, igitur novit se [V 89ra] facere contra praeceptum et per 
consequens peccare. Igitur talis existens in gratia erit perplexus inter 
duo peccata. 

[87] Hic dicitur ab uno socio tenendo quod in omni actu ipsius volun- 
tatis creatae, et eodem modo in omni operatione cuiuscumque creaturae, 
Deus concurrit tanquam causa partialis et immediata effectus producti, 
ita quod respectu productionis cuiuscumque effectus voluntarie vel natu- 
raliter producti cum causa secunda habet Deus immediatam et specialem 
causalitatem et efficientiam. 
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[88] Pro ista opinione adduxit iste socius in principio quando intravit 
et auctoritates et rationes quas nimis longe foret recitare. 

[89] Sed ad omnes illas, ut mihi videtur, satis sufficienter respondit 
unus magister reverendus et dominus. Sufficit mihi responsio sua. 

[90] Et tenuit Commentator oppositum, puta quod cum istis duobus 
principiis activis, quae secundum Philosophum et sanctos sunt volun- 
tatis et naturae, non concurrit Deus respectu cuiuscumque effectus cum 
causa secunda, puta natura et voluntate, per immediatam et specialem 
causalitatem vel efficientiam respectu illius actus. Sed solum est causa 
immediata — non de lege ordinata — respectu animae intellectivae et 
gratiae et in operibus miraculosis. Et ponendo cum Magistro quod cari- 
tas nostra qua diligimus Deum et sumus grati Deo sit ipsemet Spiritus 
Sanctus et non aliquod donum creatum, tunc Deus cum libero arbitrio 
esset causa immediata respectu cuiuscumque actus meritorii et alio modo 
non concurrit Deus cum causa secunda inmediate ad productionem ef- 
fectus etc. 

[91] Illa pars videtur mihi verior et magis consona philosophiae et the- 
ologiae, quia, ut mihi videtur, Augustinus tenuit et sensit illam partem 
de Philosopho — et Commentator, non est dubium — ut patet XII 
Metaphysicae et alibi. Nam III De Trinitate, capitulo 5, Augustinus 
ex intentione probat Deum esse primam causam in productione effec- 
tus, sed non immediata, ut ostendit ibi per exemplum de illo qui per 
voluntarium laborem quo Deus vult eum habere contraxit infirmitatem 
etc. Et sic Augustinus: virtutes et potentias Deus “administrat ut eas 
proprios motus habere sinat," quia si immediate coageret cum secunda 
causa, non esset motus proprius causae secundae, sed communis Deo et 
sibi etc. 

[92] Quamvis reverendus magister et dominus per auctoritates et per 
rationes sufficienter improbavit illam opinionem, tamen unam vel duas 
rationes posuit quae magis movent me quam aliquid quod vidi ad 
749 quando coni.] quomodo V 752 dominus] ut add. sed del. V 757 vel] effe 
add. sed exp. V 760 qua] quam a.c. V sit] se add. sed del. V 761 aliquod] 
ad a.c. V arbitrio coni.] articulo V 766 mihi] ut add. V 767 xii coni.] 
xii V 768 5] quod add. V 770 non coni.] novi V 776 auctoritates coni.] 


auctoritate V 777 sufficienter] et add. V 778 rationes] mg. V ^ posuit coni.] 
potentiam V vidi coni.] vidi’ V 


753 commentator oppositum: AVERROES, In Aristotelis Metaphysicam XII, comm. 36 
(ed. Juntina secunda, 8), Venice 1562, ff. 318rb-319rb. 759 Magistro: PETRUS 
LOMBARDUS, Sententiae I, d. 17, ed. BRADY, pp. 141-152. 766-768 Augustinus — 
capitulo 5: AuGUSTINUS, De Trinitate III, c. 3, n. 8, ed. W.J. MouNTAIN (CCSL, 
50), Turnhout 1968, p. 134.13-20. 767-768 philosopho — alibi: ARISTOTELES, Meta- 
physica XII, cc. 6-10. 772 Augustinus: AUGUSTINUS, De civitate Dei VII, c. 30, 
ed. B. DoMBART, A. KALB (CCSL, 47), Turnhout 1955, p. 212.38-39: "Sic itaque 
administrat omnia quae creavit ut etiam ipsa proprios exserere et agere motus sinat." 
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oppositum. Primo sic: si Deus isto modo coageret et immediate realiter 
ad productionem cuiuscumque effectus voluntarii, sequitur quod Deus 
aliquid vellet voluntate efficaci et alio modo quam voluntate beneplaciti 
quod esset sibi summe displicens et odibile, quod non videtur verum 
et conveniens. Et consequentiam probo, quia capio actum contemnendi 
vel odiendi Deum libere productum a voluntate creata. Iste actus est 
summe displicens et odibilis Deo, et tamen voluntarie et voluntate effi- 
caci, qua posita de necessitate ponitur effectus. Vult Deus istum actum 
malum et inordinatum ad extra. Nec potest dici quod non facit istum in- 
quantum inordinatus est, quia si sit libere a voluntate creata, non potest 
esse quin sit inordinatus et inordinate. Igitur concurrente voluntate hu- 
mana, numquam potest fieri nisi inordinate, quia sic fit ut est terminus 
factionis; sed non potest nisi inordinate esse terminus factionis; igitur 
nisi inordinate fieri, dummodo est libere a voluntate creata. 

[93] Praeterea, Deus vult coagere cum ista voluntate ad talem actum, 
igitur vult istam voluntatem coagere secum ad istum actum, et per con- 
sequens vult illam voluntatem peccare, et vult peccatum, quod tamen 
Magister semper negat et habet pro inconvenienti, ut patet libro primo 
in fine, quia secundum eum Deus non habet nolle nec velle etc. Et con- 
sequentia probatur, quia si voluntate efficaci vult consequens quod non 
necessario sequitur ad antecedens etc. 

[94] Praeterea, capio unum actum voluntatis vel intellectus. Aut iste 
effectus esset [V 89rb| immediate productus ab istis duabus causis, aut 
totus effectus ab utraque causa, aut pars ab una et pars ab alia, aut 
totum ab una, aut pars ab altera. Si totus effectus ab utraque causa, 
igitur totus producitur a Deo, et cum actio Dei nullo modo dependat ab 
actione creaturae vel quoad modum vel quoad substantiam effectus, per 
omnia posset Deus agere suspensa virtute causae secundae sicut ageret 
cum causa secunda, et hoc quantum est ex parte sui. Quaero tunc, aut 
totus effectus esset terminus productionis Dei aut «non»? Si non totus 
effectus esset sic terminus etc., igitur sequitur quod concursus causae 
secundae non est nisi unum sicut cifer, quia hoc posito vel non posito, 
nihilominus esset idem terminus productionis Dei agentis uniformiter 
per se et cum causa secunda. 


781 efficaci coni.] effici V 785 odibilis coni.] odibile V voluntarie] voluntariae 
a.c. V 785-786 efficaci coni.| effici V 789 quin] quoniam a.c. V 796 pro 
coni.] per V 797 quia coni.] quod V 798 efficaci coni.| effici V 800 aut coni.] 
si V 801 aut] aiunt a.c. s.l. V 802 alia coni.] illa V 807 hoc] homo a.c. V 
810 cifer coni.] infra a.c. V; cifra p.c. mg. V 811 agentis coni.] agente V 812 
per coni.] p a.c. V; pro p.c. V 


796-797 magister — fine: PETRUS LOMBARDUS, Sententiae I, d. 46, c. 7, ed. BRADY, 
p. 321.12-14. 
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[95] Si dicatur quod nihil esset tunc terminus productionis suspensa 
virtute causae secundae, sequitur tunc propositum quod Deus nihil aliud 
agit immediate ad illum effectum, quia non plus agit cum causa secunda 
quam nunc, per positum, et nunc nihil agit, igitur tunc nihil ageret 
immediate. Et manifestum est quod omnem actionem realem potest 
Deus habere aequaliter creatura existente et non existente, quia a nullo 
alio dependet, nec in aliqua actione sua alio indiget. 

[96] Nec potest dici quod pars effectus esset terminus productionis, 
quia tunc aliqua pars esset totaliter ab aliqua causa secunda, et eadem 
ratione posset totus effectus poni totaliter a creatura sicut aliqua pars 
totaliter ab ea etc. 

[97] Praeterea, idem est finis propter quem agit per se agens et finis ac- 
tionis vel effectus. Ista propositio patet in omni effectu quando respectu 
illius est tantum una simplex causa effectiva, ut in omni operatione ubi 
solum est Deus causa effectiva, quia et agit propter seipsum tanquam 
propter finem et ipsemet est finis actionis. Hoc etiam patet quando duae 
causae activae concurrunt ad productionem alicuius effectus, quod ille fi- 
nis propter quem agit causa principalior est finis actionis; sed illius actus 
vel effectus quo una creatura vel voluntas creata fruitur alia creatura est 
causa finalis, manifestum est per casum, quia voluntas fruitur creatura; 
igitur respectu illius actus non est Deus causa principalis et immediata, 
quia Deus non agit propter alium finem quam propter seipsum. 

[98] Nec potest dici rationaliter quod sit causa effectiva immediata 
et tamen secundaria respectu illius effectus, quia cum in omni actione 
ubi plures causae concurrunt in uno sit tunc in illa actione secundaria 
causa, «et secundaria causa dependet a prima in actione, sequeretur 
quod Deus in actione sua dependeret a creatura, quod non credo esse 
sane dictum etc. 

[99] Praeterea, illa causa partialis respectu alicuius effectus quae in 
nullo dependet ab alia causa quacumque cum qua est unita, nec quoad 
modum agendi nec quoad substantiam actus, potest habere illam causa- 
litatem praecise illius effectus circumscripta omni alia causa quam ha- 
bet ut est unita cum alia causa, quia si non, sequeretur quod quoad 
istum modum agendi dependet ab alia causa; sed Deus ut causa est 
alicuius ad extra immediate, qualitercumque sit causa illius immedi- 
ata, et maxime in genere causae efficientis, a nulla alia causa dependet, 


819 alio?] in add. V 825 quando coni. quomodo V; respectu add. sed del. 
V 828 quando duae coni.] quomodo duc V 830 principalior coni.| principior 
V 832 finalis] finis a.c. mg. V 835 sit] igitur a.c. mg. V 838 in actione] 
signacione a.c. V | 839 dependeret coni.] dependent V 843-844 causalitatem 
coni.] causalitate V 845 unita coni.] unica V quod] mg. V 
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nec quoad modum agendi nec quoad substantiam actus; igitur omnem 
causalitatem et praecise illam respectu cuiuscumque effectus solum per 
se existens potest habere quam immediate habet vel habere potest cum 
alia causa, quia aliter quoad istum modum agendi dependeret ab ista 
causa secunda, quod non est sanum dicere etc. Et sive sic sive sic, se- 
quitur propositum vel inconveniens etc. 

[100] Praeterea, si Deus haberet aliquam causalitatem immediate res- 
pectu productionis illius effectus cum causa secunda, quaero tunc, aut 
[V 89va] Deus posset aliam causam facere quae illam causalitatem cum 
secunda causa posset supplere aut non? Si sic, igitur, si Deus causaret 
istam, ista cum illa causa secunda priori posset sine mediatione alicuius 
alterius causae totaliter producere istum effectum, et eadem ratione pos- 
set Deus istam secundam causam tantum augere et perficere quod suffi- 
ceret sine alia causa immediate agente ad productionem istius effectus. 
Sed cum Deus perfecte fecit omnia et non diminute, quaelibet res quae 
nata est habere propriam operationem potest habere istam sine actione 
Dei immediate respectu illius operationis. 

[101] Si dicitur quod Deus non posset facere aliam causam ad sup- 
plendum illam causalitatem quam ipse habet immediate respectu illius 
effectus, et per consequens sequeretur quod ista causalitas quam ipse 
habet respectu illius effectus in infinitum excederet causalitatem quam 
causa secunda habet respectu istius, et per consequens influentia quae 
est ab alia causa, et ita sequitur quod totus effectus esset infinitus in- 
tensive etc., vel sequitur quod aliquid posset fieri per virtutem finitam 
et tamen illam virtutem non posset Deus facere, quod non videtur bene 
dictum. 


«5. Conclusio Halifax» 


[102] Ideo teneo istam conclusionem: quod respectu nullius effectus hic 
inferius, exceptis illis praedictis, Deus de communi lege habet aliquam 
causalitatem vel efficientiam immediatam, sed solum a causa creata et 
secunda immediate causatur effective etc. 

Explicit Lectura fratris Roberti Alifas super Sententias. 


849 nec] conclusio add. sed del. V 853 sive!] mg. V 855 aliquam causalitatem 
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Detailed Tabula for Robert Halifax's Lectura on the Sentences 


'The previously published tabulae for Robert Halifax's Lectura on the 
Sentences list only the nine main questions. Aside from the short ques- 
tion 3, it would take at least 50 pages to print each of the other eight, 
four of which (numbers 1, 4, 6, 8) would require more than 100 pages 
each. Much more is going on in these umbrella questions that the ti- 
tles suggest. For example, Jean-Francois Genest and Paul Vignaux have 
pointed out that question 8, Utrum angeli beati in merito proficiant, has 
as its article 3 the question Utrum in omni revelatione facta a Deo vel 
ab angelo in contingentibus de futuro poterit esse aliqua certitudo, or, 
as Genest abbreviated it, Utrum de futuris contingentibus possit esse 
aliqua certitudo, which itself takes up 32 columns of Paris, BnF, lat. 
15880, ff. 137vb-145vb.! Likewise, John Murdoch found that question 
5, Utrum aliquis actus voluntatis possit esse subito productus a volun- 
tate, contains as its first article a treatment of intension and remission 
involving indivisibles entitled Utrum actus voluntatis creatae possit in- 
tendi vel remitti, from which Murdoch quoted the main conclusions in 
Vat. lat. 1111, repeated below in the tabula.? Only slightly less sur- 
prising, Murdoch also drew attention to question 6, Utrum sola divina 
essentia sit perfectio infinita intensive, as a forum where “Halifax de- 
velops extensive arguments on the division of a continuum"? Although 
none of the question titles would indicate this, Katherine Tachau found 
ample information on vision and cognition in questions 5 and 8, and also 
2, which Albert Lang had examined for its more traditional theological 
content. 


GENEST, VIGNAUX, “La bibliothèque anglaise de Jean de Mirecourt,” 
pp. 281-283; cf. J.-F. GENEST, “Contingence et révélation des futurs: la Quaes- 
tio biblica de Richard FitzRalph," in Lectionum varietates. Hommage à Paul 
Vignauz (1904-1987), ed. J. JOLIVET, Z. KALUZA, A. DE LIBERA, Paris 1991, 
pp. 199—246, at p. 210 n. 25. 

MURDOCH, “From Social into Intellectual Factors," n. 83 on pp. 322-323, n. 89 
on p. 324, n. 100 on p. 326 

MURDOCH, “From Social into Intellectual Factors," n. 139 on p. 335. 

K.H. TACHAU, “The Problem of Species in medio at Oxford in the Generation 
after Ockham," Mediaeval Studies 44 (1982), pp. 394—443, at pp. 432-436; LANG, 
Die Wege der Glaubensbegrundung, pp. 154-159. 
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Equally important, the long article 3 on foreknowledge of future con- 
tingents mentioned above in question 8 is missing in Vat. lat. 1111. On 
the other hand, in Paris, BnF, lat. 15880, article 1 of the same question 
8 covers ff. 121vb-135va, 55 columns, but 19 columns, ff. 129va-134rb, 
erroneously repeat material, duplicating part of what comes before and 
part of what comes afterwards, such that in reality the article is “only” 
36 columns long. In question 1, the explicit given in Stegmüller (pre- 
sumably on the basis of Vat. lat. 1111) is correct, but most manuscripts 
have placed the end of the question earlier and out of sequence and thus 
have an erroneous explicit. A detailed tabula is therefore necessary to 
present not only what is in the manuscripts, but also what is not, and 
other major structural differences. For instance, the final question 9 
ends abruptly in the opening arguments to article 3, so it is missing the 
opposing arguments, Halifax's solution, and the refutation of the open- 
ing arguments of the article, as well as the refutation of the opening 
arguments of the entire question, which was announced as article 4. 

Choosing what to include in the tabula is complicated by the struc- 
ture of Halifax's questions, which, as in the case of some of his Oxo- 
nian contemporaries, occasionally devotes an extraordinary amount of 
space to opening arguments at the start and their refutation at the end, 
whereas the articles into which the questions are then divided play a 
role of inconsistent significance and are often punctuated by dubia that 
are sometimes independent questions in their own right. Finally, divi- 
siones, definitiones, and especially conclusiones are strewn throughout. 
No wonder the longer of the two tabulae in Paris, BnF, lat. 14576 takes 
up 24 columns, too much to print below. The goal here has been to 
include as much information as possible in as little space as possible, 
but my choices may not match those of other readers. I have aimed 
to include all divisiones quaestionum, articuli, dubia, and conclusiones, 
and for the first couple of questions I give the summaries of the opposing 
argumenta principalia from the tabula in Paris, BnF, lat. 15561. 

Just on the basis of the tabula below it is clear that there are two 
redactions of the text. In the first question one redaction is represented 
by FV! V?W! according to the list of manuscripts below and the other 
by AM'P!P*P°P°W? (of which E seems to be a rearranged abbrevia- 
tion), which even share at least one omission per homoeoteleuton and 
a large section of text out of place. Where there are major differences 
elsewhere, generally the redaction in FV'V?W! lacks sections of text 
that are present in the other witnesses, including the brief question 3. 
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Manuscript B does not contain question 1, but structurally it belongs 
to the larger group. M? generally follows the larger group, but with 
elements from the smaller one, so perhaps it will offer key data about 
the transition from one redaction to the other. As for W!, Courtenay 
rightly notes that it lacks question 3, but rather than skipping questions 
7-8, its exemplar must have lost a quire containing the end of question 
6 to the beginning of question 8. 

If the sections present in ABM!P!P4P°P°W? (the “larger group”) but 
absent in FV! V?W! (the “smaller group") are additions, then the ma- 
nuscripts of the larger group share a rather flawed exemplar of a second 
redaction. Alternatively, if these sections were removed from FV! V?W!, 
then the smaller group is a corrected second redaction. The last 4096 
of question 8 in the larger group is contained in F but not in V! V?W!, 
so like M? F may represent an intermediate stage. It is probable that 
the entire tradition is corrupt in many places, for example the apparent 
omission per homoeoteleuton of an entire dubium in question 1, article 2, 
and the number of minor variants is extremely high, which should make 
a critical edition quite a challenge. 

Although the tabula below gives the foliation from all manuscripts for 
the main questions, it chooses two manuscripts from each group for the 
subdivisions, AP* for the larger group and FV! for the smaller group. 

Here are the known manuscripts of Halifax's questions on the Sen- 
tences: 


A 


Assisi, Biblioteca del Sacro Convento di San Francesco, 161, 
ff. 2ra-121va (books I-II; tabula)? 


B = Bologna, Biblioteca Comunale dell’Archiginnasio, A 974, ff. 1ra- 
48vb (book I, qq. 2-5 and start of q. 6) 


E = Eichstátt, Universitatsbibliothek, 471, ff. 116ra-121vb (book I, 
q. 1, first third)® 


Colophon, f. 121ra: “Explicit 2° liber Alifax Ordinis Minorum Fratrum, amen.” 


Online: http://www.internetculturale.it/jmms/iccuviewer /iccu.jsp?id=oai% 
3Awww internetculturale.sbn.it962F Teca963A 20963AN' T0000963APG0213 ms. 
161. 


6 K.H. KELLER, Die mittelalterlichen Handschriften der Universitätsbibliothek 
Eichstätt, Bd.: 8, Aus Cod. st 471 - Cod. st 699, Wiesbaden 2004, p. 6. Online: 
http://digital.bib-bvb.de/view/bvb  mets/viewer.0.6.5.jsp?folder id—0&dvs— 
1645796304642~750&pid=12719566&locale=en&usePid1=true&usePid2=true. 
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F = Frankfurt, Stadt-und Universitatsbibliothek, Barth. 75, ff. lra— 
106vb (books I and II, lacks q. 3)" 


M! = Madrid, Universidad Complutense, Biblioteca Histórica, 58, 


ff. Ira-107rb (book I); ff. 133ra-160vb (book II)5 


[M? = Magdeburg, Stadtbibliothek, Fol. 140 (book I) apparently lost 


in WWII 


M? = Milano, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, E 55 inf., ff. 1ra-141vb (books 


III) 


P! — Paris, BnF, lat. 14514, ff. 245ra-345vb (book I; tabula)!? 


P? — Paris, BnF, lat. 14576, ff. 261vb, 264ra-269vb (two tabulae, one 


detailed)! 


P? = Paris, BnF, lat. 15561, ff. 243va-244rb (detailed tabula for book 


p» 


P^ = Paris, BnF, lat. 15880, ff. 1ra-158ra (books I-II)? 


7 


10 


11 


12 


13 


G. Powitz, H Buck, Die Handschriften des Bartholomaeusstifts und des 
Karmeliterklosters in Frankfurt am Main, Frankfurt 1974, pp. 162-163. The 
colophon on f. 1ra reads “Doctrina Allisse per x questiones distincta" The 
explicit to the text on f. 103vb matches that of question 9 and is immedi- 
ately succeeded by the “tabula doctine Alissa secundum ordinem alphabeti" on 
ff. 104ra-106vb. Presumably it has all nine questions and perhaps the “x ques- 
tiones" was meant to include the text concerning the socius, but as the catalogue 
remarks this is not in the manuscript. Online: https://sammlungen.ub.uni- 
frankfurt.de/msma/content/pageview /3756959. 

BRÎNZEI, “The Questions on the Sentences in Manuscript BH MSS 58.” Online: 
https:/ /patrimoniodigital.ucm.es/s/patrimonio/item/333385. 

GEORGEDES, “Robert of Halifax," p. 1154a 

On Gallica: https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148 /btv1b9068383r.r=14514?rk= 
21459;2. 

On Gallica: https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b90670998?rk=42918;4. The 
tabula is so extensive that MICHALSKI, “Le probléme de la volunté,” pp. 19 and 
80 (reprint pp. 299 and 360) called it an *abrégé" See also pp. 116-117 (reprint 
pp. 396-397) for extracts. 

On Gallica:  https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b90672425.r—15561?rk= 
64378;0. On f. 230vb there is a note: “Tabula Eliphat seu materie in gener- 
ali habentur in secundo sisterno sequenti de Rodinton infra illam questionem: 
utrum omne peccatum sit malum..." A second tabula begins on 248va but is 
quickly abandoned. 

On Gallica: — https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b525165961.r—15880?rk— 
21459;2. 
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P? — Paris, BnF, lat. 15888, f. 183ra-264vb (book I; start of q. 1 [8] 


of book IT) 


Pê = Praha, Národní knihovna České republiky, III B 10, ff. 153ra- 


174va (book I, q. 1)!? 


VI = Vat. lat. 1111, ff. 1ra-89va (books I-II, lacks q. 3)'® 
V? = Vat. lat. 4353, ff. 58v-59r (q. 9, a. 3); 89r-124v (qq. 1, 7-8)!" 


W! = Wien, Dominikaner 138 (108), ff. 64ra-120ra, 122rb (books I-II, 


lacks q. 3, the end of q. 6, all of q. 7, and the start of q. 8)!? 


W? = Wien, Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, 1511, ff. 110v-120r 


(book I, q. 1) 


Here are the main questions: 


1. Utrum commensuratio praemii ad meritum et poenae ad pecca- 
tum, quae per studium theologiae ex Scriptura potest cognosci, sit 
iuste a Deo ordinata. 


14 


On Gallica: ` https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b10468650q.r—15888?rk— 
21459;2. See also A. PATTIN, “Trois maitres franciscains dans le manuscrit latin 
15888 de la Bibliothéque Nationale de Paris: un recueil scolaire du début du 
quinziéme siécle," Franziskanische Studien 66 (1984), pp. 265-284, at pp. 282. 
A well-known compendium of theological texts with interesting details. A note 
on f. 181r says “Eliphat continet 6 primos sisternos, Monachus cum paucis aliis 
duos. Reliqui 4 cisterni sunt omnes de tabulis aliquorum doctorum que non ha- 
bet ut saltem in generali horum sententia de divinis? After Étienne Tempier's 
letter of 7 March 1277 on the 219 articles on f. 181va, there is a tabula for the 
Halifax's first question on f. 181vb with some text pertaining to that question 
below, and for the second question on a thin inserted sheet, f. 182r. At the start 
of q. 1 we read on the upper right margin on f. 183r: “Ista questio prima durans 
per cisternum cum dimidio videtur coincidere cum illa ab hoc Rodinton an Deus 
iuste gubernet universum et est bona in quarto de commensuratione meriti et 
premii.” The six quires have reclamantes and begin with 183-194, but the last 
are on f. 250v, so not all the quires from 195 to 250 are sexterns. Presumably the 
last sextern ends on f. 262v, after which the rest of q. 7 is rather untidy, there 
are some notes, and the text ends after the first column of q. 8. After question 
1 on f. 201ra, the remainder of the folio is blank except for a few notes on the 
top of f. 201va. The continuation of the earlier tabula is on f. 202ra-vb, with a 
note in the upper margin of f. 202r: “Multa Gregorius ab his accepit" 

Online via: http://www.manuscriptorium.com/apps/index.php?envLang=en# 
search. 

Online: https://digi.vatlib.it/view/MSS_ Vat.lat.1111. 

Online: https://digi.vatlib.it/view/MSS_ Vat.lat.4353. 

See also the brief notes in L. STURLESE, Dokumente und Forschungen zu Leben 
und Werk Dietrichs von Freiberg, Hamburg 1984, p. 115. 
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logus ad maiorem notitiam devenire quam sit notitia fidei. 


3. U 
de veritatibus theologiae sit practica vel speculativa. 


4. U 


sit fruitio nec usus. 
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trum per exercitium studii in veritatibus theologiae possit theo- 


trum scientia quam potest theologus habere per exercitium studii 


trum inter frui et uti sit aliquis actus voluntatis medius qui nec 


5. Utrum aliquis actus voluntatis possit esse subito productus a vo- 
luntate. 

6. Utrum voluntas respectu cuiuscumque actus sui et obiecti sit li- 
bera. 

7. Utrum sola divina essentia sit perfectio infinita intensive. 

8. Utrum angeli beati in merito proficiant. 

9. Utrum omnis actus voluntatis difformiter conscientiae suae er- 


roneae elicitus sit demeritorius. 


Here is à table of the witnesses for each question. Disregarding the 
differences in the two redactions, x — complete as far as I know, and 
* = incomplete, keeping in mind that question 9 itself is incomplete: 


MS\Q} 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
A x x x x x x x X 
B x x x x s 

E * 

F x x x x x x x x 
M! X x x x x X x x x 
M3 x x x x x x x x E 
p! x X x x x x x 

P4 X x X X x x x x x 
p? x x x x x x x m 

ps x 

vi xX xX x x x x E x 
Vi x x * zk 
wi x X x x € * x 
Wi X 

Total | 13 10 T 10 10 10 9 9 8 
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Quaestio 1: Quaeritur utrum commensuratio praemii ad meri- 
tum et poenae ad peccatum, quae per studium theologiae ex 
Scriptura potest cognosci, sit iuste a Deo ordinata. Et probo 
quod non... Explicit: adduci contra istam opinionem (FV!V?) / al- 
tera proportione ad paenitentiam debitam (AM!'P!P*P°P°W!W?) / illi 
valeat dimissio poenae, et sic patet ad dicta (E) / capax... require 
ibi (M3). [A 76ra-93va (+89bis); E 116ra-121vb (rearranged, abbre- 
viated); F 1ra-17va; M! 1ra-18va; M? 1ra-19va; P! 245ra-265rb; P^ 
lra-23ra; P? 183ra-201ra; P® 153ra-174va; V! 1ra-16vb; V? 89r-106v; 
Wl 64ra-75vb; WI 110v-120r] Note: currently article 2 contains four 
dubia, but the original fourth dubium has been omitted per homoeoteleu- 
ton, such that what should be the fifth is now labelled the fourth. In the 
responses to the dubia, the first four original dubia are first answered, 
including the missing fourth one. The larger group then incorrectly in- 
serts what are called responses to the fifth and sixth dubia, but which are 
actually responses to the sixth and seventh opening arguments and belong 
at the end of the question. Finally the original fifth dubium is answered, 
but it is labelled the response to the fourth dubium in the smaller group 
and to the seventh dubium in the larger group. The larger group ends the 
question after the response to the fourth opening argument, whereas the 
smaller group places the responses to the remaining opening arguments 
correctly. 

Argumenta principalia (Tabula P): 7 principalia: Primum de resur- 
gente an ad aequalem gratiam vel minorem. 2" an Deus misericordius 
agit cum peiori quam cum meliori. 3" de eo qui post opera meritoria 
cessit in mortali qualiter praemiatur. <4™> in sequenti de duobus ae- 
qualibus intendentibus inaequaliter sic quod quantum meruit a in fine 
primae partis proportionalis, tantum b in secundae fine. <5™> in se- 
quenti arguitur quod mortale et veniale possint aequari per hoc quod 
compositum ex a mortali et b veniali excedit a in aliqua proportione. 
<6™> in sequenti de infinito excessu omissionis certi gradus contritionis 
absolute. In 7? quod aliquis potest mereri maius praemium quam anima 
possit recipere, cum capacitas sit finita. 

Divisio quaestionis: Circa istam quaestionem sic procedam: primo, 
quia argumenta principalia hoc exigunt, intendo duo dubia movere et 
aliqualiter declarare; 2° dubia pro quibus principalius quaestio est quae- 
sita et illa solvere; 3? ad argumenta principalia respondere. [A 78va; F 
3ra; P^ 4rb; V! 2va] 
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Articulus 1: «Duo dubia»: 

Dubium 1: Primum dubium est utrum Deus alicui creaturae ra- 
tionali pro peccato mortali poenam condignam possit infligere. 
Et videtur primo quod sic... Pro isto dubio pono 2 conclusiones ex 
quibus patebit solutio dubii. (1) Prima conclusio est quod maxima poena 
qua creatura potest puniri est adnihilatio... (2) Secunda conclusio est 
quod si creatura rationalis pro peccato mortali esset adnihilata, adhuc 
non esset poena condigna... 

Dubium 2: Secundum dubium est utrum creatura rationalis ex 
condigno possit mereri vitam aeternam. Et probatur quod sic... 
[A 79va; F 3vb; P^ 5rb; V! 3vb]. Pro illo dubio expono 2 terminos. 
Primo quid est mereri... Item, ille terminus ‘ex condigno’... Ex his 
duobus sequitur illa conclusio, quod nulla creatura rationalis ex condigno 
potest mereri vitam aeternam... Ad argumenta primi dubii... Ad 
argumenta 2! dubii... 

Articulus 2: Nunc restat aliqua dubia movere pro quibus principalius 
fuit quaestio quaesita. [A 80vb; F 5ra; P^ 7ra; V! 5ra] 

Dubium 1: Primum dubium est de hoc quod iam dictum est quod 
secundum legem Dei ordinatam talis est proportio inter praemia danda 
pro meritis duorum qualis est proportio inter illorum merita, et hoc in 
eodem foro, licet non sit proportio inter praemium et meritum... 

Dubium 2: Secundum dubium est, si commensuratio poenae ad pec- 
catum esset iuste a Deo ordinata, ergo commensuratio poenae ad pec- 
catum illud immediate commissum contra Deum et in quo immediate 
contemnitur Deus esset iuste a Deo ordinata... [A 81rb; F 5va; P4 7va; 
V1 5va] 

Dubium 3: Tertium dubium est, si commensuratio poenae ad pecca- 
tum esset iuste ordinata, tunc eodem foro omnino non debetur aequalis 
poena pro peccato mortali et peccato veniali... [A 81vb; E moves this 
to the end; F 6ra; Pt 8rb; V! 6ra] 

« Dubium 4: Quartum dubium, si commensuratio praemii ad meritum 
esset iuste a Deo ordinata, nulla opera bona et praemiabilia transirent 
simpliciter sine praemiatione; consequentia patet; falsitas consequentis 
probatur, quia sint duo qui diu fuerunt in operibus bonis et caritate... 
[This dubium was omitted per homoeoteleuton; see below.] 

Dubium 5: «Quintum» [quartum] dubium et ultimum ad praesens, 
si commensuratio poenae ad peccatum esset iuste a Deo ordinata etc., 
quodlibet peccatum quod potest committi posset per paenitentiam de- 
leri ... [A 82rb; E deest; F 6va; P^ 9ra; V! 6vb] 
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Ad primum dubium dico... [A 82va; F 6vb; P^ 9ra; V! 6vb (7ra mg.: 
Eat: 7va mg.: Adam)] Pro solutione istius dubii primo ponam descrip- 
tionem unius termini; 2? addam unam divisionem; 3? inferam aliquas 
conclusiones ex quibus videtur quid respondendum est ad dubium, et 
post hoc ad argumenta in oppositum. Primo de isto termino ‘mereri’ in 
generali... «29?» Quia ex ista descriptione sequitur una divisio quod 
aliquid tanquam praemium potest cadere sub merito tribus modis... 
«3?» Ex istis dictis sequuntur aliquae conclusiones. (1) Prima conclu- 
sio est quod omnis actus meritorius alicuius praemii quomodocumque 
est caritativus et ex caritate procedens... (2) 2* conclusio est quod 
praemium correspondens merito principaliter et proprie tanquam corona 
et ultimum bonum debitum merito solum est beatitudo aeterna... (3) 
3* conclusio est quod aequali merito correspondet aequale praemium 
aeternum, et hoc sive merita sunt eiusdem rationis sive alterius, sive 
consimilibus circumstantiis sive non, dummodo duo merita sint aequalia 
in ratione meriti et aequaliter caritativa eis correspondet aequale me- 
ritum pro tempore pro quo sunt aequalia... (4) 4? conclusio est quod 
accipiendo praemium 2? modo pro augmentatione gratiae gratum facien- 
tis, dico quod aequalibus meritis correspondet aequale praemium... (5) 
5? conclusio sequitur ex istis, quod neutrum istorum praemiorum potest 
aliquis mereri alteri, ita quod ex solo merito alterius fit alterum istorum 
alium debitum ex lege Dei ordinata... (6) 6* conclusio est quod acci- 
piendo praemium 3? modo pro illo quod valet ad principale praemium 
accelerandum vel aliquod incommodum vitandum sive naturae corpo- 
ralis sive spiritualis, quod aequalibus meritis non semper debetur ae- 
quale praemium in specie, sed forte per aequivalentiam semper debetur 
aequale... Per hoc patet ad argumenta... 

Ad secundum dubium... [A 85vb; F 9vb; P^ 12vb; V! 9vb] 

Ad tertium dubium... [A 88va; F 12rb; P^ 16ra; V! 12ra] 

Ad quartum dubium, ‘si commensuratio praemii ad meritum esset 
iuste a Deo ordinata [si commensuratur etc. FV!]|, nulla opera bona 
et praemiabilia transirent simpliciter sine praemiatione; consequentia 
patet; falsitas consequentis probatur, quia sint duo qui diu fuerunt in 
operibus bonis et caritate’ [simpliciter — caritate: om. FV!] etc., ad 
istud dico quod illa opera sunt remunerata duplici praemio... [A 89ra; 
F 12va; P^ 16va; V! 12rb] [The fourth dubium was omitted above per 
homoeoteleuton, which is why in FV! this response and the next one are 
supposedly each Ad quartum dubium.] 


Halifax's Principial Debate 


[Ad quintum dubium, quando arguitur: peccatum unius excedit pec- 
catum alterius in infinitum, ergo non potest iuste commensurari... (A 
89ra; F infra; P^ 16vb; V! infra} { This is actually the response to the 
sizth principal argument, which should be at the end of the question.}| 

[Ad sextum dubium, quando arguitur: aliquis potest tantum mereri de 
praemio quantum anima eius est capax... {A 89rb; F infra; P^ 16vb; V! 
infra}... Sed solum ex hoc videtur dubium: creatura rationalis recipit 
talem formam... {This is actually the response to the seventh principal 
argument, which should be at the end of the question. }] 

Ad «quintum» [septimum et ultimum AP^; quartum FV!] dubium, 
si commensuratio poenae etc., quodlibet peccatum quod committitur 
posset per paenitentiam deleri etc... [A 90va; F 12vb; P4 19rb; V! 12rb] 
[This is the response to what was originally the fifth dubium, but which 
is labelled the fourth dubium in all witnesses, because of the omission 
per homoeoteleuton of the original fourth dubium.] 

Articulus 3: Ad argumenta principalia istius quaestionis respondeo. 
Ad primum... [A 90vb; F 12vb; P4 19va; V! 12va] Pro isto argumento 
pono duas conclusiones. (1) Prima conclusio est quod opera bona ante 
peccatum facta per paenitentiam de peccato habitam fiunt ita praemia- 
bilia et tam magno praemio digno sicut umquam erant ante peccatum. . . 
(1) 29 conclusio est quod omnia opera meritoria sunt magis vel minus 
praemiabilia ex maiori vel minori caritate vel gratia cum qua ille qui 
meruit decessit... Ex istis sequitur (3) 3* conclusio quod quilibet ca- 
dens a gratia per peccatum, si debet resurgere, necessario resurgit in 
aequali gratia illi a qua cecidit... Et ideo respondeo ad argumenta quae 
sunt contra istam partem. Ad primum... Ex istis sequuntur multae 
conclusiones. (1) Una est quod cum illo qui gravius peccat in cadendo 
quam alius Deus gratiosius et misericordius agit in resurgendo, ut patet 
de perfecto in caritate et minus perfecto peccantibus aliquo peccato ae- 
quali excepta ista circumstantia quod unus cadit a maiori perfectione: 
iste gravius peccat quam alius, et tamen in resurgendo Deus gratiosius 
agit cum eo quam cum alio. (2) 2 conclusio, quod magis ingratis Deus 
gratiosius agit in paenitentia [FM?V!V?WT!: cum eo — paenitentia: agit 
in venia AEM!P!P*4P°P® (W? also, but differing greatly in wording)], 
quia quanto aliquis a maiori gratia cadit tanto est magis ingratus Deo, 
et quanto a maiori gratia cadit, si paeniteat, tanto gratia maior sibi 
confertur, igitur quanto aliquis est magis ingratus Deo, si resurgat, gra- 
tiosius agit cum eo et tanto sibi sit carior quanto magis delinquit etc. (3) 
3° conclusio, quod ille qui in centuplo minus dignus est gratia et magis 
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indignus Deus plus in centuplo ei confert de gratia... (4) 4? conclusio 
est quod duo paenitentes qui aequaliter non ponunt obicem inaequaliter 
recipiunt gratiam... (5) 5? conclusio est quod aliquando cum intensiori 
caritate stat intensior et maior habitus cupiditatis quam cum caritate 
minus intensa... (6) 6* conclusio, quod ex tali habitu remanente cum 
gratia non denominatur quis malus... 

Ad 3° principale... Ex istis suppositis sequuntur istae duae conclu- 
siones, ut videtur. (1) Prima conclusio est quod duo mobilia in eodem 
tempore praecise moventur per duas magnitudines aequales et unum il- 
lorum continue per totum tempus movetur velocius alio, et tamen in fine 
temporis ab utroque illorum erit aequale spatium omnino pertransitum. 
(2) 2? conclusio est quod duo homines qui sunt in principio alicuius tem- 
poris aequales in merito et per illud tempus merentur inaequaliter, ita 
quod unus continue mereatur magis alio, et tamen in fine temporis sunt 
omnino aequales in merito, quae videtur esse contra communem animi 
conceptionem... (3) Item, sequitur alia conclusio ex praedictis, quod in 
quolibet instanti ante d a habuit plus de merito quam b habuit in illo 
instanti, et tamen numquam ante d habuit a tantum meritum quantum 
habuit 6... (4) Item, alia conclusio sequitur, quod in quolibet instanti 
ante d b habuit minus de merito quam a, et tamen numquam ante d 
habuit tantum quantum b habuit... 

Ad 4™ principale... Ex istis duabus conclusionibus sequuntur mul- 
tae aliae quae apparent multis mirabiles. (1) Prima est quod in aliqua 
diminutione continua et successiva contingit deveniri a maiori quantitate 
ad minorem et tamen numquam ad aequalitatem... (2) 2? conclusio est 
quod non omne excedens aliud est divisibile in aequale et in excessum. . . 
(3) 3* conclusio est quae sequitur, quod in aliqua diminutione continua 
est aliquid diminutum minus alio in aliquo instanti et tamen semper 
ante illud instans fuit divisibiliter maius eo... (4) 4? conclusio est quod 
aliquid potest esse maius alio et aliquid eiusdem speciei potest esse mi- 
nus eodem, et tamen nullum unum potest esse aequale illi... (5) 5? 
conclusio est quod omni tali quod est per se unum quo aliquid potest 
esse maius et aliquid eiusdem speciei potest esse minus potest aliquid 
eiusdem speciei esse aequale... (6) 6* conclusio est quod aliquod pec- 
catum excedit a peccatum solum finite quia non nisi in duplo, et tamen 
per finitam additionem partium aequalium vel per infinitam additionem 
partium inaequalium non potest sibi coaequari... (7) 7? conclusio est 
quod a potest excedi ab alio in determinato excessu et ab alio in duplo 
excessu et ab alio in quadruplo et sic sine statu, ita quod infinite potest 
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excedere vel excedi, et tamen plus exceditur ubi solum finite exceditur 
quam posset excedi excedendo in infinitum... proportione ad poenam 
debitam. [cessant AM!P!P4P°W!W? (sed vide supra); P? stops and 
notes that two principal responses are missing, then adds the start of the 
6th] 

Ad 5™ principale responsum est immediate post responsionem ad 3™ 
dubium [ad 5™... dubium om. M°]. Ad 6" principale, quando arguitur: 
peccatum unius excedit peccatum alterius in infinitum... [F 15rb; V! 
14vb; see above for others Ad quintum dubium] 

Ad 7™ principale [F 15va; V! 14vb; see above for others Ad sextum 
dubium], quando arguitur: potest aliquis mereri plus de praemio quam 
anima eius est capax [ad istud argumentum plenarie responsum est in 
responsione ad 6™ dubium; require ibi add. MI: cessat M?] etc., ad illud 
dubium videtur esse opinio aliquorum dicens quod est summus et maxi- 
mus gradus meriti ad quem creatura rationalis in statu meriti existens 
potest devenire in vita ista... Et hoc, ut dicit responsio, de praemio 
potest esse duobus modis, uno imaginando quod sicut est de vase cor- 
porali repleto aqua quod per miraculum... Alio modo imaginatur sicut 
de vase corporali quod quamvis una vice non posset recipere nisi tan- 
tam quantitatem... Et ideo pro isto argumento [dubio cett.] pono duas 
conclusiones. (1) Prima est quod secundum legem Dei ordinatam non 
est status in via in merito quin quocumque gradu meriti adepto a via- 
tore possibile est ipsum plus mereri et intensiorem gradum meriti habere 
et acquirere... (2) 2? conclusio est quod numquam creatura rationalis 
potest tantum mereri de lege Dei ordinata quin sit capax et receptiva 
tanti praemii quantum secundum iustitiam Dei distributivam propor- 
tionaliter correspondet merito suo... 

Dubium 6: Sed solum ex hoc videtur dubium, cum creatura rationalis 
recipit talem formam successive et per consequens se habet respectu 
illius per modum potentiae passivae, et potentia passiva, per Philoso- 
phum, I Caelo de mundo, terminatur per minimum a quo potest pati 
vel per maximum a quo non, et sic quoad aliud extremum terminatur 
per maximum cui in certo tempore potest resistere, igitur non videtur 
quod sit talis processus in infinitum in receptione in eadem specie nec 
in alia. Ideo pro isto dico quod tripliciter dicitur aliquid pati ab alio. . . 
vel intensiorem beatitudinem quam Deus dedit in principio de facto illi 
naturae quando unita fuit Verbo, quia sine beatifica fruitione non credo 
quod aliqua natura creata posset uniri in unitate personae, ut patebit in 
3°, ideo, ut videtur mihi, includit contradictionem quod Deus assumerit 
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in unitatem personae naturam... Per iam dicta satis patet ad omnia 
alia quae possunt adduci contra istam opinionem. [cessant FV!V?W!] 


Quaestio 2: Quia, ut habetur ex prologo, intentio Magistri versatur 
circa errorum destructionem et veritatis defensionem, circa prologum 
quaero istam quaestionem [quia — quaestionem: om. FV!]: Utrum per 
exercitium studii in veritatibus theologiae possit theologus ad 
maiorem notitiam devenire quam sit notitia fidei. Quod non pro- 
batur... Explicit: apparentiam nullo modo posset intellectus assentire 
etc. Ex predictis patet quod consequentia non valet etc. [A 2ra-14rb; B 
lra-10va; E 17va-24va; M! 19ra-32vb; M? 19va-30va; P! 265rb-277vb; 
P^ 23ra-36ra; P? 203ra-213rb; V! 16vb-23rb; Wl 76ra-81ra] Note: the 
smaller group has a shorter version of articles 1-2 and omits the du- 
bium in article 1. The dubia in article 5 are in different sequences in 
the two traditions, and one dubium is missing in the smaller group. 

Argumenta principalia (Tabula P?) [tacitly corrected]: 7 principalia 
quod non. Primum quia de divinis non potest haberi scientia quae solum 
supra fidem est. 2™ quia nec per doctrinam nec per inventionem deducit. 
3° ex fallibilitate cognitionis nostrae sensitivae. 4° ex infinitate obiecti 
quod est Deus. 5™ de eodem, scilicet instanti infinitatis. 6™ ex impos- 
sibilitate habendi conceptum de Deo verum. 7™ de eodem vel ex eodem 
procedit. 

Divisio textus: Circa istam quaestionem sic procedam: primo ex- 
ponam aliquos terminos positos in titulo quaestionis et ponam aliquas 
divisiones cum quibusdam conclusionibus; 2? investigabo qualis est noti- 
tia incomplexa quam possumus habere de Deo naturaliter pro statu isto; 
3? inferam aliquas conclusiones ex quibus patebit solutio quaestionis; 4? 
respondebo ad argumenta principalia; et 5? quaedam dubia movebo. 
[4 — 5: tr. A, tr. a.c. P4] [A 4ra; F 19ra; P^ 25rb; V! 18ra] 

Articulus 1: Primo exercitium studii voco... |A 4rb; F 19ra (short 
version); P^ 25rb; V! 18ra (short version)| Veritates autem theologi- 
cae... Ex his patet manifeste quod de aliquibus rebus sunt veritates 
theologicae vel esse possunt. . . 

Dubium 1: Sed hoc videtur dubium, nam ex ista conclusione videtur 
sequi quod omnes aliae scientiae particulares sunt partes theologiae... 
[A Ava; F deest; P^ 25va; V! deest] 

Articulus 2: Circa 2™ articulum, scilicet qualis est notitia incom- 
plexa quam possumus habere de Deo naturaliter, dico... [A 4va; 
F 19ra (short version); P^ 25vb; V! 18ra (short version)] Istis praemis- 
sis, pono aliquas divisiones. (1) Prima de isto termino ‘notitia’, et dico 
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quod quaedam est notitia evidens et quaedam non est evidens... (2) 
Notitia evidens dividitur, quia quaedam est principiorum quae sunt per 
se nota sive nota per experientiam... Quaedam est notitia sensitiva. . . 
(3) 3° divisio: notitia non evidens est duplex... 

Articulus 3: Istis praemissis, pono aliquas conclusiones. [A 6rb; F 
12rb; P^ 27va; V! 18rb] (1) Prima est quod omnis notitia evidens sem- 
per maior est notitia inevidenti ratione probationis, sed fortasse possint 
esse aequales ratione firmae adhaesionis... (2) 2? conclusio est quod 
notitia non evidens quae ex ratione vel probabilitate intellectum incli- 
nante ad assentiendum causatur certior est ratione probationis quam sit 
notitia causata solum ex testimonio aliorum... (3) 3* conclusio est quod 
ratione firmae adhaesionis fides certior est opinione... (4) 4? conclusio 
est quod per primam cognitionem naturalem de Deo possibilem haberi 
ex creaturis potest theologus ad notitiam evidentem plurium veritatum 
devenire... (5) 5* conclusio est quod solum habita ista notitia incom- 
plexa quae primo causatur ex creaturis de Deo non potest theologus ad 
evidentem notitiam multarum veritatum per studium devenire... (6) 
6? conclusio est quod omnes veritates theologicae de praesenti quae sunt 
de rebus creatis possunt certiori notitia cognosci a theologo per exerci- 
tium studii quam sit notitia fidei... (7) 7^ conclusio est quod multae 
veritates theologicae de praeterito et futuro quae solum formantur de 
creaturis non possunt a theologo notitia maiore cognosci quam sit noti- 
tia fidei, cuiusmodi sunt multae veritates historiae in Sacra Scriptura, 
ut quod sol stetit, sol retrocessit, talis homo fuit, asinus loquebatur, 
et de futuro, ut quod resurrectio erit in tali loco vel tali tempore... 
(8) 8 conclusio est quod perfectus in sanctis speculativis praesupposita 
fide per alienationem intellectus a sensibus et sensibilibus posset ad ali- 
quam notitiam incomplexam de Deo devenire per quam cognitionem 
evidenter Deum esse trinum et unum intelligeret... (9) 9? conclusio est 
quod habentes cognitionem de Deo immediatam, distinctam, et in par- 
ticulari, quae non potest haberi ex naturalibus vel ex communi gratia, 
habent evidentem cognitionem de istis veritatibus: ‘Deus est trinus et 
unus'... (10) 10? conclusio est quod intellectus viatoris prout adhuc 
est in via potest recipere quantum est ex parte sua evidentem cogni- 
tionem cuiuslibet veritatis theologicae... (11) 11* conclusio est quod 
intellectus viatoris mediantibus naturaliter agentibus solum non potest 
notitiam evidentem cuiuscumque veritatis theologicae recipere. . . 

Articulus 4: Ad argumenta principalia... [A 7rb; F 20ra; P^ 28vb; 
V! 19ra] Ad argumenta alterius partis. . . 
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Articulus 5: Nunc restat dubia movere et ita solvere. [A 9vb; F 21rb; 
P^ 31rb; V! 20rb] 

Dubium 2: Primum est dubium de 3? conclusione qua dicitur quod 
ratione firmae adhaesionis fides certior est opinione. Hoc probatur esse 


falsum... Ad istum dubium respondeo tenendo conclusionem quam 
prius, scilicet quod ratione firmae adhaesionis fides est certior opinio- 
ne... Pono unam distinctionem de certitudine... Ideo teneo istam 


conclusionem, quod ex fide infusa solum sine fide acquisita non potest 
plus credere vel assentire habens quam non habens... 

Dubium 3: Secundum dubium est contra 4%" conclusionem quod ex 
notitia incomplexa primo habita de Deo ex creaturis potest theologus 
per exercitium studii de pluribus veritatibus theologicis ad notitiam evi- 
dentem devenire... [A 11rb; F 22rb; P4 32vb; V! 21rb] 

Dubium 4: Item, aliud dubium de ista 8* conclusione supra positia 
qua dicitur quod perfectius per scientias speculativas praesupposita fide 
per alienationem intellectus a sensibus potest ad aliquam notitiam in- 
complexam de Deo devenire per quam cognoscit evidenter Deum esse 
trinum et unum... [A 11va; P^ 33ra; FV! deest] || Posito quod ponatur 
in 8* conclusione, scilicet quod perfectius per scientias speculativas per 
talem alienationem posset ad evidentem notitiam de veritatibus theo- 
logicis solum creditis devenire, dubium est utrum cum ista scientia 
de illis veritatibus iam de novo acquisita possit stare fides de 
eisdem. Quod sic probatur... [AP^ see below; F 22va; V! 21va] 

Dubium 5 (FV!): Utrum fides et opinio possint simul esse de 
eodem est dubium, et videtur quod non... [AP^ see below; F 22vb; 
V1 21vb] 

Dubium 6 (FV1): Aliud dubium est de hoc quod dicitur quod intel- 
lectus potest assentire alicui complexo solum ex imperio voluntatis. . . 
[AP4 see below; F 23rb; V! 22ra] 

Dubium 5/7: Aliud dubium est de hoc quod dicitur quod aliqua noti- 
tia Dei simplex et incomplexa est creaturae possibilis pro statu isto... 
[A 11vb; F 23rb; P4 33rb; V! 22rb] 

Dubium 6 (AP^): Sed tunc dubium est utrum cum scientia de istis 
veritatibus iam de novo acquisita possit stare fides de eisdem. 
Quod sic probatur... [A 13ra; P^ 34vb; FV! see above] 

Dublium 7: Sed utrum fides et opinio possint esse simul de 
eodem est dubium. Et videtur quod non... [A 13va; P4 35ra; FV! see 
above] 
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Dubium 8 (AP4): Aliud dubium est de hoc quod dicitur quod intellec- 
tus potest assentire alicui complexo solum ex imperio voluntatis... [A 
13va; P^ 35rb; FV! see above] 

Dubium 9/8: Aliud dubium, utrum posset tantum augmentari 
habitus opinionis quod faceret intellectum assentire alicui cog- 
noscibili contra imperium voluntatis. Quod sic probatur... [A 
14ra; F 24rb; P^ 35vb; V! 23ra] 


Quaestio 3: Utrum scientia quam potest theologus habere per 
exercitium studii de veritatibus theologiae sit practica vel spe- 
culativa. Et probatur quod sit speculativa... Explicit: Ad argumenta 
secundae partis patet quid respondendum. Sic explicit secunda quaestio 
[sic — quaestio: om. A]. [A l4rb-15P*vb; B 10va-12va; M! 32vb-35rb; 
M? 30va-32rb; P! 277vb-280rb; P^ 36ra-38vb; P? 213rb-215va (FV!W! 
deest)| Note: the smaller group omits this question, which is by far the 
smallest of the nine. 

Divisio quaestionis: Circa istam quaestionem sic procedam: primo 
ostendam quid est praxis a qua notitia dicitur practica; 2? aliquas con- 
clusiones ponam; 3? inquiram propter quam extensionem vel compara- 
tionem ad praxim notitia dicatur practica, et ex hoc patebit ad formam 
quaestionis et ad argumenta principalia quaestionis. [A 14va; P4 36rb] 

Articulus 1: Pro primo dico... 

Articulus 2: Ex istis sequuntur aliquae conclusiones. [A 14vb; P^ 
36va] (1) Prima conclusio est quod omnis actus voluntatis est praxis 
primo modo accipiendo praxim... (2) 2? conclusio est quod non omnis 
actus voluntatis est praxis vel esse potest 2? modo accipiendo... (3) 3? 
conclusio est quod aliquis actus voluntatis est praxis isto 2? modo... (4) 
4? conclusio est quod aliquis actus intellectus potest esse praxis primo 
modo... (5) 5* conclusio est negativa, quod non omnis actus intelligendi 
intellectus est praxis... (6) 6* conclusio est quod aliquis actus intellectus 
est praxis 2? modo... 

Articulus 3: 3% articulus est investigare quid requiritur ad hoc quod 
aliqua notitia dicatur vere practica vel praxis... [A 15rb; P^ 37ra] Ex is- 
tis sequuntur 2 conclusiones ex quibus patet responsio ad formam quaes- 
tionis. (1) Una est quod scientia de multis veritatibus theologiae est mere 
speculativa, sicut scientia omnium istarum: ‘Deus creavit mundum', 
‘Deus est trinus et unus’, ‘Pater generat Filium’... (2) 2? conclusio est 
quod scientia de multis veritatibus theologiae est mere practica, sicut 
sunt istae: ‘Deus est diligendus ex toto corde et proximus', similiter 
‘Sabbatum est sanctificandum'. . . 
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Articulus 4: Hic sunt aliqua dubia. [A 15vb; P4 37va] 

Dubium 1: Primum est quia non videtur quod omnis notitia quae 
est de operationibus nostris vel totaliter vel partialiter sit practica... 
[nostris — practica A; a nobis sit practica et habeat praxim pro obiecto 
partiali vel totali Di 

Dubium 2: Aliud dubium est de hoc quod dicitur quod actus intellec- 
tus potest esse praxis... [A 15vb; P4 37vb] 

Dubium 3: Aliud dubium est utrum scientia speculativa et prac- 
tica distinguantur per fines vel per obiecta. Et quod per fines 
videtur... [A Lëtsch: P4 38rb] 

Articulus 5: Ad argumenta principalia... [A 15^5vb; P^ 38vb] 


Quaestio 4: Utrum inter frui et uti sit aliquis actus voluntatis 
medius qui nec sit fruitio nec usus. Quod sic probatur... Explicit: 
se habere cognitionem Dei et non scire ut se habere cognitionem omnium 
personarum etc. Et patet confirmatio. [A 15>Svb-38vb; B 12va-33va; 
F 24va-37vb (shorter); M! 35rb-61va; M? 32va-54vb; P! 280rb-301va; 
P4 38vb-65rb; P? 215va-236ra; V! 23rb-34vb (shorter); Wl 81ra-91rb 
(shorter)| Note: the smaller group omits dubia 3, 4, 5, and 7 of article 
3 and the end of article 4, including dubium 9. The manuscripts are 
also confused about whether dubium 6 is a separate question. 

Divisio quaestionis: In ista quaestione sic procedam: primo ostendam 
quid est frui et quid uti et quid obiectum fruitionis et quid obiectum usus; 
2? ponam aliquas conclusiones ex quibus patebit responsio ad formam 
quaestionis; 3° movebo aliqua dubia ex dictis. [A 16va; F 25ra; P^ 39va; 
V1 23vb] 

Articulus 1: Pro primo... 

Articulus 2: 2? pono aliquas conclusiones. [A 16vb; F 25rb; P4 39vb; 
V! 24ra] (1) Prima conclusio VV! mg.: Contra Ocham/ est quod non 
quodlibet ens potest esse obiectum fruitionis in communi, hoc est quod 
voluntas non potest de sua potentia naturali assumere quodlibet sibi 
ostensum in facultatem sui solius propter se et non propter aliud... (2) 
2? conclusio est quod solum Deus est obiectium fruitionis ordinatae... 
(3) 3° conclusio est quod quodlibet ens potest esse obiectum usus in 
communi... (4) 4* conclusio est quod omne aliud a Deo potest esse 
obiectum usus ordinati... (5) 5* conclusio est quod omne nolle volun- 
tatis est actus utendi... (6) 6* conclusio est quod quicquid voluntas 
vult vult propter se vel propter aliud... (7) 7? conclusio est quod om- 
nis actus voluntatis est fruitio vel usus... Ad argumenta principalia 
quaestionis. . . 
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Articulus 3: Aliqua dubia sunt ex dictis. [A 17vb; F 26ra; P^ 40vb; 
V! 24vb] 

Dubium 1: Primum dubium est de eo quod dicitur in prima con- 
clusione, puta quod non omne ens potest esse obiectum fruitionis in 
communi... 

Dubium 2: Aliud dubium, utrum omni alio a Deo solum propter 
Deum tanquam propter finem ultimum sit utendum et solum 
tali. Quod non probatur... [A 18rb; F 26va; P^ 41rb-vb; 45ra- malum 
puniat (41rb mg.: Hic deficit. Principium defectus: ‘Utrum fruitio et 
delectatio sit eadem res. Quaere in sequenti folio); V! 24vb] Ad istud du- 
bium respondeo, et dico quod usus capitur tripliciter... Ad quartum... 
Dico quod nulla sunt bona opera quibus proprie vel de congruo vel de 
condigno debetur aliquod praemium a Deo ordinatum nisi procedant 
ex caritate, quia solum opus bonum est quod procedit ex caritate, se- 
cundum Augustinum [V! 26va, prima manu mg.: Conclusio quod nullus 
extra caritatem aliquid meretur et quod infideles non habuerunt virtutes 
et quod omni<a> facta sua sunt peccata; alia manu mg.: Contrarium 
vide... follio 89]... Istis non obstantibus, teneo (1) primam conclu- 
sionem quod nullus meretur aliquod praemium a Deo nisi existens in 
caritate et habens ordinatam dilectionem... Ad sextum... Ex istis se- 
quitur (2) una conclusio quod quanto aliquis plus diligit Deum, tanto 
plus diligit seipsum et econverso... (3) 2? conclusio est quod quanto 
aliquis plus diligit se, tanto plus diligit proximum suum... Ex isto se- 
quitur (4) una conclusio quod quilibet volens proximum suum peccare 
mortaliter ille peccat mortaliter, vel cui placet spiritualis casus proximi 
sui etc. ille peccat... (5) Alia conclusio est quod accipiendo istum ter- 
minum ‘plus’ ut est idem quod ‘ad maius bonum’ quod beatus in patria 
recte potest et tenetur diligere alium citra Deum plus quam seipsum... 
Ex istis sequuntur aliquae conclusiones. (6) Una est quod in quocumque 
gradu perfectionis fuerit, viator tenetur omnes imperfectiores se habere 
tantam perfectionem. (7) Alia conclusio est quod quocumque gradu per- 
fectionis viatori possibili dato, quilibet viator non habens illum tenetur 
velle se habere illum... (8) Tertia conclusio est quod quilibet viator 
tenetur quocumque alio maiore se esse meliorem... (9) Alia conclusio 
est quod quilibet viator quantumcumque bonus tenetur velle omnem 
alium viatorem esse ita bonum... (10) Alia conclusio est quod nullus 
potest licite nolle se esse meliorem quam est... (11) Alio conclusio est 
quod nullus potest licite nolle proximum suum fieri meliorem. .. 
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Ad 8™, quando arguitur: ‘si omni alio a Deo etc., sequeretur tunc quod 
si alicui praecipiatur quod utatur aliquo propter Deum, si iste cui prae- 
cipiatur omitteret uti peccaret! etc., dico quod... [A 24va; F 30vb; P4 
50va; V! 29rb] \V! Opinio cuiusdam magistri \\a.m.: scilicet Johannis 
Rydenthon/// Et ita/tunc male concedit iste magister qui concedit (1) 
quod ista omissio est in infinitum minus mala quam sit a actus bonus, 
quia ista omissio, cum sit mortale peccatum, est maioris malitiae quam 
aliquod veniale peccatum; sed non est aliquod veniale peccatum quod 
non est certae et determinatae malitiae; igitur ista omissio quatenus 
peccatum et malum est habet certam et determinatam malitiam; igitur 
non est illa omissio in infinitum minus mala quam sit iste actus meri- 
torius bonus quocumque demonstrato etc.... Ex iam dictis patet quod 
alia conclusio (2) quam tenet iste magister /doctor sit falsa, scilicet quod 
continuans actum meritorium per aliquod tempus, puta per horam, ni- 
hil novum plus meretur quam in primo instanti quando primo habuit 
actum, et hoc, ut ipse ponit, si iste actus maneat aequalis per totam 
horam et cetera sint paria, ita quod solum ex continuatione temporis 
non sit iste actus magis meritorius nec habens istum plus meretur quam 
in primo instanti. Hoc probatur esse falsum, quia ex solo hoc quod 
aliquis continuat actum demeritorium vel peccatum aliquod per maius 
tempus ipse gravius peccat, ut patet per Gregorium... Ex istis sequitur 
quod alia conclusio (3) istius magistri est falsa, quae est quod semper 
novum meritum praecedit nova deliberatio vera vel interpretativa. Ad 
intellectum suum non facit auctoritas Augustini... Ex istis patet quod 
alia conclusio (4) istius magistri est similiter falsa, quae est quod homo 
potest mereri continue per aliquod tempus breve et in fine non plus de- 
betur a Deo de praemio sibi quam in principio. Patet quod haec est 
falsa... Ex istis sequitur quod alia conclusio (5) quam ponit idem doc- 
tor est falsa, scilicet quod per nullum tempus meretur homo continue 
per actum contractum uniformiter ad novum praemium, nam per omne 
tempus quo aliquis continuat actum meritorium ipse meretur novum 
praemium, ut patet ex dictis. Ex istis sequitur (6) conclusio una quae 
opponitur quintae conclusioni istius doctoris, quae est quod per nul- 
lum instans temporis meriti meretur aliquis novum praemium praecise 
distinguendo instans contra tempus, nam conclusio sua est quod impos- 
sibile est quod homo minus mereatur per instans quam per tempus... 
Ex istis sequitur (7) una conclusio quod in nullo instanti alicuius tem- 
poris quo quis meretur debetur sibi aliquod novum praemium praecise 
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pro merito suo in instanti isto... Ex ista sequitur quod (8) alia con- 
clusio illius doctoris est falsa, scilicet quod si quis continue intendat [Ex 
ista — intendat: om. hom. AP*] actum meritorium, ita quod nihil illius 
per primum instans producatur subito, nullum debetur sibi praemium 
post primum instans pro tali actu, quia nullum est primum instans in 
quo sibi debetur praemium pro isto actu, nec est aliqua pars temporis 
in qua intenditur iste actus quin sibi debe<a>tur novum praemium pro 
merito suo in ista parte, ut patet ex praedictis etc. VV! mg.: Opinio pro- 
pria/ Ideo teneo oppositum (9) quintae conclusionis suae, scilicet quod 
quaelibet mora temporis auget meritum vel demeritum. Istud patet non 
solum pro doctrina sed per determinationem Ecclesiae habetur Extra, 
De simonia, capitulo ‘Non satis’, ubi dicitur... \ V! mg.: Responsio 
doctoris/ Sed respondet iste doctor quod bene graviora sunt crimina 
propter moram talem quando quis continuat ultra tempus in quo posset 
deliberare et paenitere de eis, et ideo, ut dicit, continue peccat per talem 
moram in qua quis potest paenitere et prohibetur se et non proprie alia 
mora peccati, et propter hoc nullus peccat praecise propter moram in 
peccato nisi continuans per talem moram notabilem in qua bene potest 
deliberare et non deliberat. \Contra responsionem/ Sed contra istam 
responsionem arguo... Similiter sequitur contra istum doctorem quod 
peccator continue per aliquod tempus demeritur novam poenam et de 
novo, quia a primo instanti quo primo meretur poenam de novo ipse in 
quolibet instanti post quo continuat actum malum meretur poenam de 
novo, et per consequens continue per totum illud tempus, quia impos- 
sibile est quod in quolibet instanti alicuius temporis mereatur novam 
poenam nisi continue per totum illud tempus... 

Dubium 3: Aliud dubium, utrum fruitio et delectatio sunt ea- 
dem res. Quod sic videtur... [A 25va; three folios inserted out of order 
in P^ on top of 42ra-44vb; FV! deest] Ad oppositum istius dubitatio- 
nis arguo... Circa illud dubium sic procedam: primo ostendam quid 
sit delectatio et quot modis accipitur; 2? ponam aliquas conclusiones ex 
quibus patebit responsio ad dubium; et 3° respondebo ad argumentum 
in oppositum. Dico quod delectio... (1) Prima conclusio est quod nulla 
delectatio quae est passio consequens operationem virtutis sensitivae est 
fruitio... (2) 2* conclusio est quod nulla fruitio est talis delectatio 2? 
modo accepta... (3) 3% conclusio est quod nullus actus intellectus vel 
voluntatis est delectatio... (4) 4? conclusio est quod omnis actus vol- 
untatis vel intellectus creatae posset esse sine delectatione, saltem per 
potentiam divinam... (5) Ex istis sequitur 5? conclusio, quod visio clara 
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essentiae divinae et fruitio eiusdem possunt esse in creatura rationali 
sine delectatione, et hoc per divinam potentiam, cum nullam contradic- 
tionem includat... (6) 6? conclusio est quod beatitudo non potest esse 
sine delectatione... Ad argumenta principalia. . . 

Dubium 4: Sed hic est una dubitatio ex dictis, quia videtur ex dictis 
quod posset esse infinita delectatio naturaliter causata... [A 27va; P^ 
44rb; FV! deest] 

Dubium 5: Aliud dubium est utrum solo Deo sit fruendum. Quod 
non probo... [A 27vb; Pt 51vb; FV! deest] Circa istud dubium sic pro- 
cedam: primo quaeritur utrum ex naturali ratione posset convinci 
si aliquid aliud a Deo ab homine sit magis diligendum quam 
ipse homo; 2? utrum ex naturali ratione posset homo cognoscere beati- 
tudinem esse possibilem sibi post hanc vitam; et 3? ad argumenta prin- 
cipalia. Quantum ad primum arguo quod non potest convinci... Ad 
oppositum... Ex istis sciendum est quicquid dicendum est ad 2™ arti- 
culum istius dubitationis utrum possit naturaliter cognosci utrum 
beatitudo sit homini possibilis... [A 30ra; P^ 54rb]; Ad argumenta 
principalia illius dubii. . . 

Dubium 6 [“Quaestio 4?" F]: Aliud dubium est utrum ex puris na- 
turalibus possit voluntas viatoris frui Deo. Quod sic probatur... 
[A 31rb; F 32ra; P^ 55vb; V! 30rb]... Contra, ex hoc sequitur quod 
quiscumque maximus peccator quando cessat ab omni actu voluntatis 
non ponit obicem gratiae, et per consequens sufficienter quantum est 
ex parte sua disponit se ad receptionem gratiae, igitur omnis talis re- 
cipit gratiam, quia sicut datio est causa... \Quaedam opinio \\quod 
homo naturaliter potest Deum diligere super omnia/// Hic tamen est 
opinio cuiusdam valentis [Adae P!] qui dicit quod, stante cognitione Dei 
aenigmatica in universali et particulari, voluntas viatoris potest in se 
causare active dilectionem Dei super omnia et propter se et fruitionem 
Dei et sine gratia et absque dono supernaturali dato... Sed oppositum 
huius opinionis videtur mihi verum, scilicet quod nullum talem actum 
diligendi Deum super omnia potest voluntas habere sine gratia... Sit 
igitur (1) prima conclusio ista, quod accipiendo dilectionem pro motu 
voluntatis qui est pure naturalis, qui est ipsius voluntatis ut natura 
est et non ut libera est, qui motus non praesupponit aliquam delibera- 
tionem vel dictamen intellectus, sed solum simplicem apprehensionem 
qua apprehenditur aliquod bonum vel non bonum etc., et loquendo de 
statu naturae rationalis simpliciter etc., sicut fuit status condicionis in 
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quo fuit facta creatura rationalis, in sola rectitudine naturali sine de- 
fectu alicuius pertinentis ad naturam vel aliquo addito supernaturali, 
dico quod sic loquendo de statu creaturae rationalis et dilectione volun- 
tatis quod voluntas creaturae rationalis dilexit Deum summe et super 
omnia, et sic talis dilectio potuit esse fruitio, tali dilectione fruebatur 
Deo... (2) 2* conclusio est quod accipiendo dilectionem pro dilectione 
electiva et deliberativa quae semper praesupponit deliberationem et dic- 
tamen intellectus, et accipiendo pro statu innocentiae, voluntas viatoris 
ex puris naturalibus potest frui Deo intelligendo in sensu composito, sci- 
licet quod haec est possibilis: ‘voluntas viatoris ex puris naturabilibus 
sine aliquo supernaturaliter dato fruitur Deo’... (3) 3è conclusio est 
quod loquendo de natura ut destituta est haec non est possibilis de 
potentia Dei ordinata: ‘creatura rationalis ex puris naturalibus fruitur 
Deo'... (4) 4? quarta conclusio est quod ista dilectio qua diligebatur 
Deus propter se et summe pro natura condicionis naturae rationalis non 
fuit eiusdem speciei cum isto motu caritatis quo diligitur Deus nunc 
propter se... (5) 5? conclusio est quod pro illo statu, scilicet condicio- 
nis naturae rationalis creaturae, fuerunt aliqui actus voluntatis meritorii 
alterius praemii a vita aeterna et non vitae aeternae... (6) 6* est quod 
pro statu naturae corruptae nulla dilectione naturali movetur voluntas 
sine gratia ad fruendum Deo... (7) 7? conclusio est quod pro statu isto 
nullus actus voluntatis existentis sine gratia est bonus, sed quilibet est 
malus... 

Dubium 7: Sed videtur esse unum dubium de 2? conclusione, scilicet 
quod pro statu condicionis creaturae rationalis posset voluntas habere 
actum diligendi Deum super omnia et fruendi Deo sine apprehensione 
talis boni supernaturalis... [A 34va; P^ 59va; FV! deest] 

Dubium 8: Sed contra 3°™ conclusionem arguitur multipliciter et pro- 
batur quod peccator potest ex se et ex natura sua sine motione gratiae 
diligere Deum super omnia... [A 34va; F 34vb; P^ 59va; V! 32vb] (8) 8? 
conclusio est quod loquendo de natura ut restituta est potest voluntas 
viatoris frui Deo... 

Articulus 4: Ad argumenta principalia illius quaestionis... [A 35va; 
F 36va; P^ Gira: V! 33vb] Ad vm... [A 36rb; P^ 62ra-va; FV! deest]: 
Tamen oppositum istius opinionis tenet unus antiquus, scilicet Altissio- 
dorensis, in principio 2! libri... Sed istud non videtur mihi esse verum. . . 

Dubium 9: Aliud dubium est utrum rationali naturae sit possi- 
bile frui essentia divina non fruendo divina persona. Et probatur 
quod sic... [A 37rb; P^ 63rb; FV! deest; explicit: diligitur Deus sicut 
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in priori modo] Respondeo ad istud dubium: primo pono aliquas di- 
visiones; 2? aliquas conclusiones ex quibus patebit ad dubium; et 3? 
ad argumenta. [A 38ra; P^ 64ra] (1) Prima conclusio est quod omne 
praedicabile quod absolute et essentialiter praedicatur in divinis essen- 
tialiter verificatur de essentia et persona... (2) 2? conclusio est quod 
omne praedicabile relativum quod importat aliquam proprietatem et re- 
lationis oppositionem quae nascitur ex aliqua productionum in divinis 
dicitur de una vel de duabus et non sigillatim de omnibus... (3) 3? 
conclusio est quod omne praedicabile quod incipit verificari in divinis 
ex habitudine ad creaturas per operationem divinam dicitur de essentia 
et de omni persona, nec potest discretive verificari de una persona sine 
alia... 


Quaestio 5: Secundo circa istam distinctionem quaero utrum aliquis 
actus voluntatis possit esse subito productus a voluntate. Et 
arguitur quod sic... Explicit: quia, ut dictum est, alibi oppositum ipse 
dicit etc. [A 38vb-48rb; B 33va-43va; F 37vb-47rb; M! 61va—73rb; 
M? 54vb-68rb; P! 301va-312va; P^ 65rb-77vb; P? 236ra-246va; V! 
34vb-43rb; WŁ 91va-98vb] 

Divisio quaestionis: Circa istam quaestionem sic procedam: primo 
investigandum est utrum actus voluntatis creatae possit intendi 
vel remitti; 2? ponendae sunt aliquae conclusiones ex quibus patebit 
solutio quaestionis; 3? movenda sunt aliqua dubia; 4? ad argumenta 
principalia respondebo. [A 40ra; F 39ra; P^ 67ra; V! 36ra] 

Articulus 1: Pro primo articulo, arguo quod actus voluntatis non 
potest intendi nec remitti. .. 

Articulus 2: Circa istam articulum [quaestionem AP], utrum actus 
voluntatis posset subito esse productus a voluntate etc., sic procedam: 
primo ponam aliquas suppositiones; 2? conclusiones; 3? movebo dubia; 
et 4? ad principalia respondebo... [A 41va; F 40va; P^ 69rb; V! 37rb] 

Subarticulus 1: Prima suppositio est (1) quod omnis res quocumque 
modo de non-esse ad esse producta — quod dico pro generatione Filii in 
divinis et pro processione Spiritus Sancti, quia ibi non est productio de 
non-esse ad esse — per motum vel per mutationem producitur. (2) 2? 
suppositio, quod omnis res quocumque modo corrupta per motum vel 
per mutationem corrumpitur, et accipio motum et mutationem proprie 
secundum quod eos distinguit Philosophus, V et VI Physicorum... (3) 
3? suppositio est quod omnis res producibilis vel corruptibilis per motum 
habet partes et divisibilis est... (4) 4? omnis res [producibilis — res: om. 
hom. P^| habens partes est divisibilis secundum extensionem tantum vel 
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secundum intensionem tantum vel secundum utramque: secundum ex- 
tensionem tantum ut formae substantiales in subiecto quanto quae non 
suscipiunt magis vel minus, ut materia prima; secundum intensionem 
tantum ut qualitates spirituales in subiecto non-quanto, cuiusmodi sunt 
omnes actus vel habitus intellectus et omnes actus et habitus ipsius 
voluntatis; secundum utramque ut sunt omnes qualitates et omnia acci- 
dentia in subiecto quanto et corporali. (5) 5* suppositio est «quod» rem 
aliquam intendi non est aliud nisi immediate ante hoc aliquam partem 
eiusdem speciei in eodem situ non habuisse quam modo habet et imme- 
diate post hoc aliquam partem fore habituram praecise in eodem situ 
quam modo non habet, quia additio partis et non in eodem situ non 
est proprie intensio sed augmentatio... (6) 6° suppositio est quod rem 
aliquam remitti non est aliud quam immediate ante hoc instans aliam 
partem habuisse in eodem situ cum remanente et eiusdem speciei qua 
nunc caret, et immediate post hoc instans aliqua parte in eodem situ 
carere quam nunc in hoc instanti habet... 

Subarticulus 2 [A 41vb; F 40vb; P^ 69va; V! 37val: (1) Prima conclu- 
sio est quod omnis res producta vel corrupta ab aliqua potentia finita per 
motum producitur vel corrumpitur... [per -: om. hom. AP4]... (2) 2? 
conclusio est quod nulla res carens partibus est producibilis a potentia 
finita... (3) 3* conclusio est quod nulla res producta a potentia finita 
producitur subito et in instanti... (4) 4* conclusio est quod nulla res 
divisibilis solum secundum extensionem est intensibilis vel remissibilis. . . 
(5) 5* conclusio est «quod» omnis res divisibilis secundum intensionem 
sive in partes non distinctas secundum situm est intensibilis et remis- 
sibilis... (6) 6* conclusio est «quod» omnis actus elicitus a voluntate 
creata est productus a potentia finita etc. (7) 7^ conclusio est quod om- 
nis talis actus producitur in tempore etc. (8) 8^ conclusio est quod ad 
bonum intellectum haec est vera: ‘omnis actus voluntatis potest intendi 
et remitti’... (9) 9? conclusio est quod nullus meretur vel demeretur 
praecise in instanti ita quod pro merito vel demerito praecise causato in 
instanti debeatur praemium vel poena... (10) 10? conclusio est quod 
eliciens actum meritorium plus meretur et ratione intensionis actus et 
ratione continuationis illius. . . 

[A 42rb; F 41rb; P^ 70rb; V! 38ra] \P* mg.: 11? conclusio/ Ex ista 
conclusione sequitur quod conclusio una [11è V!?] cuiusdam doctoris 
\V! mg.: Contra Ridenton/ quam primo [om. AP*] dixit [posuit A; 
ponit P1] in determinatione sua prima [om. AP^] est falsa, quae est quod 
aliquis meretur continue et non plus habet de merito ex continuatione 


657 


658 


Chris SCHABEL 


meriti... Apt mg.: 12*/ Et ita sequitur ista conclusio, quod quicumque 
habens actum meritorium pro quacumque parte temporis dummodo sit 
libere a voluntate meretur continue plus et plus de novo... Ex dictis 
sequitur quod 6? [alia AP*] conclusio sua est falsa, quae est quod non 
potest aliquis continue mereri plus et plus... Et ex istis sequitur quod 
alia [pro 7??] conclusio sua est falsa, quae est quod eliciens actum me- 
ritorium non oportet quod plus mereatur quam prius... Item, sequitur 
quod 9? conclusio sua est falsa, quae est quod impossibile est de lege 
communi quod aliquis mereatur minus per instans quam per tempus, 
quia nullus potest praecise mereri per instans... Item, patet quod haec 
conclusio est falsa qua dicit quod nulla mora auget meritum nisi cadat 
sub praecepto. .. 

Subarticulus 3 [A 42va; F 41va; P^ 70va; V! 38rb] Ad argumenta prin- 
cipalia quae fiebant ad partem negativam articuli illius... (1) Et ita 
sequitur ista conclusio, quod si esset possibile istas duas multitudines 
esse simul, quaelibet unitas a multitudinis esset gravius peccatum et 
magis malum quam quaelibet unitas b multitudinis... (2) Ex ista se- 
quitur alia, quod quaelibet unitas a multitudinis excedit in infinitum in 
gravitate et in malitia b... 

Subarticulus 4 [A 43vb; F 42vb; P^ 72rb; V! 39rb] NV! mg.: Dubia 
contra primum articulum/ 

Dubium 1: Sed dubium est de isto modo ponendi intensionem et 
remissionem voluntatis. Probatur quod non poterit intendi per addi- 
tionem partis ad partem nec remittitur per ablationem... Circa modum 
ponendi intensionem et remissionem in formis accidentalibus sunt quat- 
tuor solemnes opiniones... [A 45rb; F 44rb; P^ 74ra; V! 40vb] ... Ad 
argumenta illius dubii... 

Dubium 2 [A 46ra; F 45ra; P^ 75ra; V! Alrb]: Sed ex hoc videtur 
unum dubium, nam si postquam aequalis forma est in susceptivo illius 
formae qualis virtualiter vel formaliter continetur in agente non posset 
agens ulterius agere aliquid in illo susceptivo, sequeretur quod in nulla 
actione naturali esset reactio et ita nullum ens repateretur a passo... 

Dubium 3 [A 47ra; F 46ra; P^ 76rb; V! 42rb]: Secundum dubium 
contra primam conclusionem, scilicet quod non omnis res producta vel 
corrupta a potentia activa finita producitur vel corrumpitur per motum 
successive. .. 

Articulus 4: Ad argumenta principalia quaestionis... [A 47va; F 
46va; P^ 77ra; V! 42vb] 
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Quaestio 6: [Tertio et ultimo circa istam «distinctionem» (quaestionem) 
quaero add. AP^| utrum voluntas respectu cuiuscumque actus 
sui et obiecti sit libera. ... Explicit: potest intellectus ex imperio 
voluntatis sub aliqua ratione apprehendere illud obiectum sub ratione 
boni, et sic potest voluntas illud velle etc. [A 48rb-67va (--65"*); B 
43va-48vb (incomplete); F 47rb-70vb; M! 73rb-99rb; M? 68rb-96vb; 
P! 312va-336va; P^ 77vb-108vb; P? 246va-260vb; V! 43rb-62vb; Wi 
99ra-109rb (incomplete)| 

Divisio quaestionis: Circa istam quaestionem sic procedatur: primo 
ponam aliquas divisiones huius termini ‘libertas’; 2° ponam conclusiones 
et eas probabo; 3? obiciam aliqua dubia; et 4? ad argumenta principalia. 
[A 50vb; F 50va; P^ 81vb; V! 46ra] 

Articulus 1: Circa tunc primum articulum est sciendum quod libertas 
etiam in generali est triplex, scilicet naturae, gratiae, et gloriae. Prima 
non potest separari a voluntate; aliae duae possunt... Alio modo liber- 
tas est voluntas prout voluntas libera est a peccato mortali... 3? modo 
est libertas voluntatis quae liberat voluntatem a miseria. . . 

Articulus 2 [A 51ra; F 50va; P^ 82ra; V! 46rb] (1) Prima conclu- 
sio est quod voluntas est causa principalis activa sui actus... (2) 2? 
conclusio est quod voluntas non est totalis causa sui actus effectiva.. . 
(3) 3* conclusio est quod omnis voluntas potest habere actum respectu 
cuiuscumque entis... (4) 4? conclusio est quod omnis voluntas est libera 
libertate opposita coactioni... (5) 5? conclusio est quod cum necessitate 
inevitabilitatis ad volendum vel nolendum stat libertas in voluntate. . . 
(6) 6* conclusio est quod ad nullum actum eliciendum ex deliberatione 
praecedente necessitatur immediate voluntas viatoris, hoc est, nulla ap- 
prehensio deliberativa in intellectu necessitat immediate voluntatem vi- 
atoris ad actum conformem sibi nisi mediante aliquo actu proprio potest 
necessitare ad aliquem actum necessario sequentem, et hoc exteriorem 
vel interiorem... (7) NV! mg.: 7? conclusio/ Ex ista sequitur una con- 
clusio negativa, quod nullo obiecto pro fine apprehenso ab intellectu sive 
in universali sive in particulari necessitatur voluntas viatoris ad elicien- 
dum actum circa illud... (8) 8* conclusio est quod aliqua apprehensio 
deliberativa posita in intellectu mediante uno actu voluntatis necessitat 
voluntatem viatoris ad eliciendum alium actum de novo conformem dic- 
tamini... (9) 9% conclusio est quod aliqui sunt actus voluntatis quos 
voluntas non libere principiat sed magis per modum naturae... (10) 
VA mg.: 10? conclusio/ Ex ista conclusione sequitur alia conclusio, sci- 
lice& quod non omnis apprehensio vel cognitio intellectus quae sufficit 
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ad productionem actus voluntatis sufficit ad productionem liberam ac- 
tus voluntatis... (11) 11? conclusio est quod tales actus voluntatis non 
possunt esse virtuosi... (12) 12? conclusio est quod tales actus pos- 
sunt esse vitiosi... (13) 13? conclusio est quod voluntas carens gratia 
gratum faciente non potest aliquid velle nisi quod apparet sibi utile vel 
delectabile, accipiendo istam conclusionem in sensu composito... (14) 
14* conclusio est quod non potest voluntas aliquid velle nisi quod aliquo 
modo apprehenditur tanquam bonum... (15) VV! mg.: 15 conclusio/ 
Ex ista conclusione sequitur alia, quod damnati non possunt velle mise- 
riam suam et poenam... (16) 16? conclusio est quod beati non possunt 
suspendere voluntatem ab actu fruendi Deo... 

Articulus 3: 3% articulus istius quaestionis est aliqua dubia movere 
contra dicta. [A 53rb; F 53rb; P^ 85ra; V! 48rb] 

Dubium 1: Primo videtur dubium de prima conclusione, quia non 
videtur verum quod voluntas causa sit effectiva principalis sui actus... 

Dubium 2: Aliud dubium est [a.d.e. om. FV!; q? 7 add. mg. F] 
utrum aliquid aliud a voluntate possit causare effective actum 
voluntatis. Quod non... [A 55ra; F 55rb; P^ 88va; V! 50ra] Quoad 
istud argumentum fuerunt multae opiniones antiquorum doctorum. .. 

Dubium 3: Tertium dubium, utrum difficilius sit voluntati libere 
eligere unam partem contradictionis quam aliam. Quod non pro- 
batur... [A 56rb; F 56vb; P^ 90rb; V! 51rb| Et quantum ad solutionem 
istius dubii ponam quattuor conclusiones. (1) Prima conclusio est quod 
omne difficultans voluntatem immediate respectu actus sui est formaliter 
in ipsa voluntate... (2) 2* conclusio est quod per unum actum volun- 
tatis difficultatur voluntas respectu alterius actus eliciendi... (3) 3? 
conclusio est quod per habitum existentem in voluntate difficultatur vo- 
luntas ad eliciendum actum... (4) 4% conclusio est quod per passionem 
tantam in voluntatem difficultatur ista ad eliciendum aliquos actus... 
Ex istis ultimis conclusionibus sequuntur quaedam corollaria, nam (1) 
ex 2? conclusione sequitur quod ex ista difficultate imposita voluntati 
per actum numquam absolute necessitatur voluntas viatoris, licet condi- 
cionaliter possit, sed — ut postea patebit — voluntas comprehensoris 
potest et absolute et condicionaliter... (2) Ex 3? conclusione sequitur 
quod ista difficultate imposita voluntati per habitum inclinantem non 
necessitatur voluntas ad aliquem actum eliciendum, et hoc loquendo de 
voluntate viatoris... (3) Ex 4? conclusione sequitur quod ex nulla diffi- 
cultate imposita voluntati per passionem necessitatur voluntas viatoris 
existentis in gratia et in caritate ad aliquem actum eliciendum. .. 
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Dubium 4: Quartum dubium est contra conclusionem 3?"': si omnis 
voluntas possit habere actum circa quodcumque ens, sequitur quod vo- 
luntas non posset habere actum circa a — sit a aliquod obiectum... [A 
60rb; F 61vb; P^ 96vb; V! 55rb] 

Dubium 5: Tunc est dubium utrum ex quocumque gradu actus 
interioris praesupposita potentia sequatur operatio exterior vel 
non ex quocumque sed ex determinato gradu. Et quod non ex 
quocumque probatur... [A 61ra; F 62vb; P^ 98rb; V! 56rb] Multa 
alia sunt dubia circa dicta, sed patebunt in solutione argumentorum 
principalium. Ad quaestionem qua quaerebatur utrum voluntas respectu 
cuiuscumque actus sui vel obiecti sit libera, tenendo — sicut veritas 
est — quod intellectus est voluntas et econverso, tunc actus intellectus 
est actus voluntatis et econverso, et sic loquendo de actu voluntatis 
certum est quod voluntas non est libera respectu cuiuscumque actus sui, 
sed loquendo de actu voluntatis ut distinguitur contra actum intellectus 
et intelligendo sic utrum quilibet actus voluntatis quem habet vel potest 
habere circa aliquod obiectum sit liber vel libere productus a voluntate 
aliqua libertate opposita naturali necessitati, et patet ex 9 conclusione 
et 10 et 11 quod non... 

Articulus 4: Ad argumenta principalia... [A 62ra; F 63vb; P^ 99va; 
V1 56vb] 

Dubium 6: Sed hoc posset alicui esse dubium, quia si tali actu po- 
tentiae inferioris non posset esse motus vel opus exterius reclamante 
voluntate vel illa invita, hoc non esset nisi quod tales vires sunt sub 
imperio voluntatis quoad actus suos... [A 62rb; F 64rb; P^ 100rb; V! 
57rb] 

Dubium 7: Sed hic est dubium si per intellectum apprehendatur 
aliquod obiectum tanquam bonum simpliciter nullam condicionem dis- 
plicibilem vel malam habens, si stante ista apprehensione voluntas pos- 
set nolle illud obiectum, hoc non esset nisi quia voluntas potest contra 
ultimatum iudicium rationis... [A 64rb; F 66ra; P4 102va; V! 58vb] 

Ad 12 principale... [A 66va; F 69va; P^ 107rb; V! 61vb] Et pono hic 
quattuor conclusiones. (1) Prima conclusio est quod ex actu voluntatis 
condicionato condicione impossibili, quantumcumque sit ex natura sua 
ordinatus ad operationem exteriorem vel effectum, numquam provenit 
operatio... (2) 2? conclusio est quod ex actu condicionato condicione 
possibili quae est in potestate habentis actum, cessante omni impedi- 
mento ex actu contrario vel ex passione, necessario provenit effectus... 
(3) 3* conclusio est quod ex actu voluntatis condicionato condicione 
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possibili, existente in aliena potestate, posita condicione cum amotione 
impedimentorum sub qua ex actu absoluto non potest provenire effec- 
tus, necessario sequitur effectus vel opus exterius ad quod ordinatur talis 
actus. (4) 4* conclusio est quod nisi posita condicione tali non sequitur 
effectus ex tali actu... (5) Ex istis sequitur alia conclusio ad propositum 
quod ex duobus actibus condicionatis cum condicionibus repugnantibus 
vel repugnantiam includentibus non possunt simul et semel effectus pro- 
duci... 

Dubium 8: Sed hic videtur esse dubium, nam ex hoc sequitur quod 
qui ex dilectione caritativa Dei vellet subire martyrium propter Deum, 
et si non adessent persecutores qui eum ad mortem ponerent, tantum 
mereretur sicut ille qui ex aequali dilectione caritativa pro fide Christi 
inter persecutores crudelissimam mortem voluntarie passus est... [A 
66vb; F 70ra; P^ 107vb; V! 62ra] 


Quaestio 7: Circa distinctionem 2°”, de his quae pertinent ad unitatem 
divinae essentiae, quaeritur haec quaestio: utrum sola divina essen- 
tia sit perfectio infinita intensive. Probatur quod non... Explicit: 
suae magnitudinis sicut aliud fuisset si non fuisset corruptum. Ex dictis 
patet ad formas omnes. Explicit. [A 67va-75va; F 70vb-79ra (one folio 
in its exemplar was missing: see below); M! 99rb-107rb; M? 96vb-108rb; 
P! 336va-345va; P^ 108vb-120vb; P? 260vb-264va (labelled q. 6; f. 261v, 
part of f. 263rb, most of f. 263v blank); V! 62vb-70ra (remainder of folio 
blank); V? 106v-116r; Wl deest] 

Divisio quaestionis: Circa istam quaestionem primo inquirendum est 
utrum sit aliqua multitudo infinita actu; 2? utrum possit esse ali- 
qua magnitudo infinita; 3? utrum aliqua alia virtus ab essentia divina 
possit esse infinita; 4? utrum per rationem naturalem possit probari quod 
essentia divina sit perfectio infinita; 5? patebit ad formam quaestionis 
et ad argumenta principalia. [A 68rb; F 71va; P^ 110ra; V! 63va] 

Articulus 1: Quantum ad primum probatur quod nulla sit multitudo 
actu infinita... Ad oppositum, quodlibet continuum componitur ex 
duabus medietatibus, et una illarum ex duabus medietatibus, et una 
illarum ex duabus, et adhuc una illarum ex duabus etc. Quaero tunc 
utrum talis divisio posset procedere in infinitum vel non. Si sic, ha- 
betur propositum... Ex dictis sequuntur aliquae conclusiones. [A 69vb; 
F 73rb; P* 112rb; V! 64vb] (1) Una est quod a mobile movebatur ad 
terminum spatii et tamen per nullum motum movebatur... (2) 2? con- 
clusio est quod immediate ante d instans a movebatur et immediate ante 
d instans a quiescebat, et tamen numquam simul et semel movebatur 


Halifax's Principial Debate 


et quiescebat... (3) 3? conclusio est quod ad finem cuiuscumque partis 
proportionalis c magnitudinis prius venit a quam b, et tamen ad finem 
totius magnitudinis simul veniunt a et b... (4) 4* conclusio est quod a 
mobile immediate ante d instans continue movebatur, et tamen immedi- 
ate ante d instans continue quiescebat... (5) 5? conclusio est quod ista 
consequentia non valet: ‘a movebatur immediate ante d instans, igitur 
aliquo motu movebatur immediate ante d instans', tamen haec est vera 
et sequitur ex antecedente, quod ‘immediate ante d movebatur aliquo 
motu' etc. (6) 6* conclusio est <quod> a incipit quiescere in d instanti, 
et tamen immediate ante d quiescebat... (7) 7? conclusio est quod ista 
quies in termino spatii nec a motu incipit nec a quiete... (8) 8^ conclu- 
sio est quod si a in d instanti inciperet ulterius moveri, iste motus nec 
a quiete inciperet nec ab alio motu inciperet... 

Articulus 2: 2"? articulus est utrum aliqua magnitudo possit esse 
infinita secundum extensionem. Quod sic probatur... [A 70rb; F 
74ra; P* 113ra; V! 65rb] Ad oppositum, si aliqua magnitudo posset esse 
infinita, aliquod corpus posset esse infinitum... 

Articulus 3: 3"? articulus est utrum aliqua alia virtus a potentia 
divina vel potentia activa alia a divina poterit esse infinita. 
Probatur quod sic... [A 7lra; F 74va; P* 113vb; V! 65vb] 

Articulus 4: 4 articulus est utrum naturali ratione possit pro- 
bari quod essentia divina sit perfectio infinita intensive. Et quod 
sic probatur... [A 73rb; F 77rb; P^ 117va; V! 68ra] 

Articulus 5: Ad argumenta principalia... [A 74vb; F's model lacked 
a folio at bottom of 78va, missing start and responses to first six argu- 
ments; P^ 119vb; V! 69rb] 


Quaestio 8: Circa secundum librum quaero primo istam quaestionem: 
utrum angeli beati in merito proficiant. Quod sic probo... Ex- 
plicit: et homo potest habere rationem praemii respectu motus angeli 
etc. [A 94ra-111rb; F 79ra-96ra; M! 133ra-151vb; M? 108rb-130ra; Pi 
120vb-147va; P? 264vb (only start); V! 7lra-78ra; V? 116r-124v; WI 
109rb-113va (incomplete)] Note: V! V? W! lack articles 3-6, but they are 
present in F of the smaller group. 

Divisio quaestionis: Pro ista quaestione primo videndum est de cog- 
nitione angelorum; 2? de illuminatione angelorum inferiorum per superi- 
ores; 3? de revelatione facta hominibus per angelos et de eorum custodia; 
4? de merito angelorum; 5? de augmentatione meriti, et ex eis patebit ad 
formam quaestionis; et 6? ad argumenta principalia. [A 94va; F 79va; 
P^ 121vb; V! 71val 
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Articulus 1. Primo de [augmentatione — de: om. hom. V+] cognitione 
angelorum, utrum angeli cognoscant res naturaliter in proprio 
genere. Quod non probatur... In isto articulo quoad illud in quo est 
difficultas sunt duae opiniones... «Conclusiones» [A 97va; F 82va; 
P^ 126ra; V! 74ra] (1) VV! mg.: conclusio principalis/ Ideo mihi vide- 
tur quod magis probabile et magis consonum rationi est ponere habitus 
connaturales et concreatos cum natura angelica qui sunt de naturali 
perfectione eius quam ponere species concreatas quae essent rationes re- 
rum ad intelligendum quodcumque cognoscibile actualiter ab angelo. . . 
(2) Alia conclusio est quod in intellectu angeli non est idem habitus 
qui est principium et forma qua intellectus ducitur ad apprehendendum 
simplici apprehensione quodcumque cognoscibile ab eo et hoc distincte 
et distincta cognitione... (3) 3* conclusio est quod in intellectu an- 
geli non sunt tot habitus connaturales et concreati cum natura angelica 
quot fuerunt, sunt, et erunt singularia distincte cognoscibilia ab intel- 
lectu angeli... (4) 4? conclusio est quod unus habitus est principium 
et ratio distincte cognoscendi plura cognoscibilia in intellectu angeli... 
Sed adhuc sunt multa dubia. Primum est de illis rebus quae sub- 
sunt libero arbitrio unius angeli vel hominis quomodo ab alio 
angelo cognoscuntur naturali cognitione. Secundum dubium est 
quodmodo futura contingentia possunt naturaliter ab angeli cognosci. 
Tertium dubium est quomodo [futura - quomodo: om. hom. AP*] casu- 
alia et accidenter contingentia sunt ab angelo in proprio genere cognita. 
[A 98va; F 83va; P^ 127rb; V! 74vb] 

Dubium 1: Primo videtur quod illa quae subsunt libero arbitrio angeli 
vel hominis non possunt ab alio angelo naturali cognitione cognosci. . . 
Pro solutione huius dubii ponam unam distinctionem et aliquas conclu- 
siones. Distinctio est quod aliqua subesse libero arbitrio potest intelligi 
dupliciter, vel primo et immediate vel secundario et mediate... Istis 
suppositis, pono aliquas conclusiones. (1) Prima conclusio est quod illa 
quae subsunt libero arbitrio primo modo sine omni effectu qui procedit 
ab illis naturaliter sive in ipsa voluntate sive extra non possunt natu- 
raliter cognosci ab aliquo alio intellectu creato a cuius libero arbitrio 
non dependent, ita quod nullus intellectus creatus, nec angelicus nec 
humanus, potest talia in libero arbitrio alterius cognoscere vel aliquo 
modo distincte apprehendere... (2) 2? conclusio est quod aliqua sunt 
liberi arbitrii secundo modo quae non possunt naturali cognitione dis- 
tincte cognosci vel apprehendi ab aliquo intellectu creato excepto illo in 
cuius libero arbitrio sunt... (3) 3? conclusio est quod illa quae sunt liberi 
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arbitrii primo modo colligata cum aliquo effectu naturali qui naturaliter 
procedit ab illis possunt distincte cognosci et naturaliter apprehendi ab 
intellectu angeli... (4) 4? conclusio est quod illa quae sunt liberi arbi- 
trii secundo modo quae cum hoc quod imperantur a voluntate dependent 
tamen ex causis naturalibus immediate possunt distincte et naturaliter 
apprehendi ab intellectu angeli, sicut sunt quaedam operationes intel- 
lectus et fantasiae et sensationes et exteriores operationes ut locutio et 
ambulatio... (5) Ex praedictis sequitur ista conclusio: quod in hoc 
differt cognitio creaturae rationalis a divina cognitione quia Deus cog- 
noscit omnia quae sunt liberi arbitrii per se; intellectualis creatura non 
cognoscit per se ea quae sunt liberi arbitrii, sed per quaedam individua, 
sed sic adhuc non cognoscit omnia illa. . . 

Dubium 2 [A 99va; F 84va; P^ 128va; V! 75va]: Secundum dubium 
fuit utrum vel quomodo futura contingentia possunt ab angelo 
naturaliter cognosci etc. Quod non possunt naturaliter cognosci pro- 
batur... Pro isto dubio dico quod cognoscere sive scire quantum ad 
praesens spectat potest esse tripliciter. Aliquando sumitur communiter 
prout scire sive cognoscere idem est quod vehementer opinari et non falli. 
Alio modo dicitur scire certa ratione intelligere. 3° modo accipitur pro eo 
quod est cognoscere causam quoniam illius est causa et quoniam impos- 
sibile est aliter se habere... (1) Sit haec prima conclusio, quod omnes 
angeli sive boni sive mali naturali cognitione cognoscunt futura et sciunt 
illa esse ventura... (2) 2? conclusio est quod, accipiendo ‘cognoscere’ 2° 
modo pro certa ratione intelligere et ‘futura’ pro illis quae eveniunt ex 
causa naturali in maiori parte aliquo praesupposito et sub condicione, 
dico quod angeli possunt naturali cognitione praecognoscere futura... 
(3) 3* conclusio est quod, accipiendo primo modo ‘cognoscere’ et ‘fu- 
tura! pro illis quae eveniunt ex causis naturalibus in minori parte, sicut 
hominem nasci cum 6 digitis etc. huiusmodi quae sunt monstruosa in 
natura, dico quod angeli possunt talia futura cognoscere... (4) 4? con- 
clusio est quod, accipiendo ‘cognoscere’ primo modo, illa futura quae 
partim dependent ex libero arbitrio hominis vel angeli, partim ex causa 
naturali, ex diutina experientia temporum parum possunt cognosci ab 
angelis... (5) 5? conclusio est quod illa futura quae solum dependent 
ex libera dispositione divina vel ex libero arbitrio alterius angeli vel ho- 
minis dependent non possunt naturali cognitione ab aliquo angelo sciri 
vel cognosci... (6) 6* conclusio est quod, accipiendo ‘scire’ 3? modo pro 
eo quod est causam alicuius cognoscere et quoniam illius est causa etc., 
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qualitercumque futura accipiantur, nullus angelus potest aliqua futura 
scire distinguendo futurum contra praesens... 

Dubium 3: Ex istis dubiis patet quomodo est respondendum ad 3™, 
qualiter casualia et accidenter contingentia sunt naturaliter ab 
angelo cognoscibilia etc... Ad argumenta principalia illius articuli. . . 
[A 100rb; F 85rb; P^ 129va; V! 76ra] 

Articulus 2: 2'5 articulus est de illuminatione angelorum, utrum in- 
feriores angeli illuminentur per superiores. Quod non probatur... 
[A 101rb; F 86rb; P^ 135va; V! 77ra] In isto articulo sunt duo videnda, 
primum quomodo angelus angelum illuminat, secundum de quibus eum 
illuminat. Quoad primum dico angelum illuminari ab angelo potest esse 
multis modis... (1) Sit haec tunc prima conclusio quod omnis illumi- 
natio qua angelus illuminat alium pertinet ad potentiam cognitivam, 
puta ad intellectum, et non ad affectionem vel voluntatem... (2) 2? 
conclusio est quod, accipiendo illuminare pro lumine infundere vel prin- 
cipaliter causare, nullus angelus illuminat alium, sed solus Deus illumi- 
nat sic angelum... (3) 3? conclusio est quod accipiendo illuminare 2? 
modo prout est idem quod luminosum offerre vel lumen ostendere, unus 
angelus potest illuminare alium angelum... (4) 4? conclusio est quod, 
accipiendo illuminare 3? modo secundum quod idem est quod amovere 
obstaculum vel impedimentum luminis, angelus potest illuminare et ali- 
um angelum et hominem... (5) 5? conclusio est quod, accipiendo illu- 
minare 4? modo, angelus potest illuminare et alium angelum et mentem 
humanam... Iam ex dictis patet et 2™ in isto articulo, puta de quibus 
angelus angelum illuminat, et dico hoc quod principaliter est talis illu- 
minatio de cognitione supernaturali quae est futurorum contingentium 


quae dependent a sola voluntate divina et eius praescientia... [V! V?W! 
end question here abruptly at P^ 137ra, l. 29, after secundum modos 
praedictos] 


Articulus 3: 3% articulus est de revelatione facta hominibus per an- 
gelos vel angelo a Deo immediate, utrum in omni revelatione facta 
a Deo vel ab angelo in contingentibus de futuro poterit esse 
aliqua certitudo. Quod non probatur... [A 103ra; F 88ra; P^ 137vb; 
V1 deest] Ad oppositum, de omni necessario per revelationem et mani- 
festationem scientis potest esse aliqua certitudo ibi cui relevatur; sed de 
omni futurum ipsum esse futurum est necessarium; igitur de omni tali 
per revelationem scientis potuit esse scientia et certitudo... [A 103vb; 
F 88va; P^ 138va] 
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Ad oppositum, si omnia futura necessario essent futura, nihil esset in 
nostra potestate, et per consequens non esset liberum arbitrium volun- 
tatis, et si concedatur, ut dicit, omnis humana vita subvertitur. Pro- 
batur consequentia, quia frustra leges darentur, frustra obiurgationes, 
laudes, vituperationes, exhortationes adhiberentur, nec ulla iustitia, bo- 
nis praemia, et malis supplicia essent constituta; sed haec omnia sunt 
absurda et perniciosa rebus humanis; igitur oportet ponere quod libere 
sunt multa futura in potestate nostra posita ad libere eliciendum vel 
eligendum unam partem vel aliam. Quia illa opinio est contra sanctos 
et contra totam Scripturam et contra philosophos, et omnem rationem 
meriti et demeriti destruit poenae et praemii, ideo iam omnia inconve- 
nientia ad quae posset deduci habet concedere in principio. Et propter 
hoc non arguam contra eam in generali, nec perfecte audivi modum illo- 
rum ponendi in speciali etc. Sed pro solutione argumentorum quae fiunt 
vel fieri possunt ad istam conclusionem, praemitto aliqua in principio 
etc. Distinctionem quandam de isto termino ‘certitudo’ praemitto. . . 
[A 105rb; F 90ra; P^ 140rb] Item, ‘revelatio’ accipitur multis modis. . . 

Istis positis, pono aliquas conclusiones. (1) Prima conclusio est quod, 
accipiendo revelationem 3? modo vel 4? modo et certitudinem primo 
modo pro adhaesione qua intellectus adhaeret propter auctoritatem di- 
centis etc., in omne revelatione facta a Deo vel ab angelo in contingen- 
tibus de futuro poterit esse aliqua certitudo... [A 105vb; F 90va; P^ 
140vb] (2) 2? conclusio est, accipiendo certitudinem 2? modo et revela- 
tionem 3? modo et 4? modo, quod in omni revelatione facta a Deo vel 
ab angelo intellectui rationalis creaturae poterit esse certitudo... (3) 
3* conclusio est, accipiendo revelationem 4? modo pro manifestatione 
alicuius veri de futuro et certitudinem 3? modo vel 4? modo, dico quod 
in nulla revelatione facta a Deo vel ab angelo intellectuali creaturae 
poterit esse aliqua certitudo... (4) 4? conclusio est, accipiendo revela- 
tionem primo modo vel 2? potest esse revelatio alicuius falsi... (4A) Ex 
istis sequitur alia conclusio, quod ista consequentia non valet: ‘Deus vel 
angelus facit viatorem sic errare, igitur decipit eum’... (5) 5? conclusio 
est, accipiendo revelationem 3? modo non potest esse revelatio nisi qua 
revelatur vel attenditur complexum verum... (6) 6? conclusio est quod, 
accipiendo revelationem 4° modo, omnis revelatio est respectu veri... 
(6A) Ex ista sequitur conclusio alia, quod illud quod fuit revelatum 
potest non esse revelatum nec umquam fuisse revelatum... [potest — 
revelatum: om. hom. A] Ideo restat nunc aliquid dicere de revelatione 
quae fit per claram visionem in Verbo ubi videtur esse maior difficultas 
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quod illud quod semel est visum etiam poterit non fuisse visum... Per 
ista ad argumenta utriusque partis articuli... Ad argumenta alterius 
partis quae probant omnia futura evenire necessario... [A 107va; F 
92rb; P^ 143ra] Per iam dicta potest haberi quomodo custodia hominum 
per angelos fit et quales actus ad perfectum et ad falsum et ad bonum 
possunt angeli beati habere. 

Articuli 4-5: Nunc de isto articulo transeo ultimo extra illam quaes- 
tionem. Ut praemittebatur in principio, est videre de merito et de aug- 
mentatione meriti angelorum. De isto articulo praemitto aliqua. Primo 
quid est meritum... [A 109vb; F 94va; P^ 145vb; V! deest] His dictis, 
pono aliquas conclusiones. (1) Prima est quod, accipiendo motum ca- 
ritatis primo modo, puta prout est ad terminum, quod motui caritatis 
in omni gradu correspondet certum praemium proportionale secundum 
legem Dei ordinatam... (1A) Ex ista sequitur alia, quae fuit quod 
praemium aequale non est in omnibus sanctis... (2) 2? conclusio, quod 
beati non merentur praemium aequale... (3) 3? conclusio, quod beati 
merentur praemium accidentale... (3A) Ex ista conclusione sequitur 
alia, quod beati sibiipsis et nobis possunt mereri... (4) 4? conclusio 
est quod meritum bonorum non potest augeri intensive, sed tantum ex- 
tensive... (4A) Ex istis sequitur alia conclusio, quod post diem Iudicii 
nullo modo morebuntur sancti. . . 

Articulus 6: Ad argumenta principalia quaestionis... [A 110va; F 
95rb; P^ 146va; V! deest] Ad argumenta in oppositum... [A 111rb; F 
95vb; P^ 147rb] 


Quaestio 9: Utrum omnis actus voluntatis difformiter consci- 
entiae suae erroneae elicitus sit demeritorius. Quod non pro- 
batur... Explicit: igitur non contra illam et ita non deponit istam etc. 
[A 111va-121ra; F 96ra-103vb; M! 151vb-160vb; M? 130ra-141vb; P* 
147va-158ra; P? deest (in tabula f. 264va); V! 78ra-86ra; V? 58v-59r 
(a. 3 only); W! 113va-120ra] Note: the question is incomplete, ending 
abruptly after the tenth principal argument quod sic in article 3, before 
the Ad oppositum, conclusions, and refutations of the arguments, and 
before the announced article 4. 

Divisio quaestionis: Circa istam quaestionem sic procedam: primo 
quaeram utrum aliqua ignorantia sit peccatum; 2? utrum aliquis peccet 
ex ignorantia in quam incidit sine culpa; 3? utrum existens in gratia pos- 
sit esse perplexus inter duo peccata; et 4? ex istis patebit ad quaestionem 
et ad argumenta. [A 112rb; F 96vb; P4 148va; V! 79ra] 
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Articulus 1: Primus articulus est utrum aliqua ignorantia sit 
peccatum. Et quod sic probatur... Distinguitur de ignorantia, nam 
quaedam (1) est ignorantia negationis, et ista ignorantia est in illis qui 
nati sunt scire aliquid et non sciunt illud nec moventur aliquo modo 
circa illud vel circa eius oppositum... Alia (2) est ignorantia disposi- 
tionis, et haec non est nisi dispositio erronea in mente qua intellectus 
assentit et opinatur aliter de re quam sit in rei veritate. Et ignoran- 
tia utroque modo accepta non est nisi defectus scientiae vel cognitionis. 
Et hoc potest esse duobus modis: uno modo, vel defectus cognitionis 
determinatae ad quam homo de necessitate salutis tenetur pro aliquo 
tempore vel est defectus cognitionis ad quam homo non tenetur pro 
aliquo tempore. 3? (3) modo accipitur ignorantia, licet minus proprie, 
pro vitio vel peccato voluntatis in hoc quod non vult vel non apponit 
debitam curam vel diligentiam ad sciendum necessaria ad salutem, sicut 
sunt articuli fidei et aliae veritates necessario requisitae ad virtutes et 
bono mores. (4) Adhuc 4? modo accipitur ignorantia pro mala affectione 
voluntatis qua corrumpitur rectus usus rationis... Sit tunc (1) prima 
conclusio quod accipiendo ignorantiam primo modo vel 2? nulla ignoran- 
tia proprie est peccatum, quia omnis talis ignorantia est in intellectu, 
sed nullum peccatum proprie loquendo est in intellectu, sed in volun- 
tate... (2) 2? conclusio est quod accipiendo ignorantiam 3? modo vel 4? 
ignorantia est peccatum, quia ignorantia sic accepta non est nisi actus 
voluntatis malus vel omissio culpabilis, sed sive sic sive sic, est pecca- 
tum. Et per iam dicta patet quomodo respondendum est ad argumenta 
utriusque partis articuli. 

Articulus 2: Nunc de 2? articulo, utrum aliquis peccet ex igno- 
rantia in quam incidit sine culpa sua. Probatur quod sic... [A 
112vb; F 97ra; P^ 148vb; V! 79rb] Ad omnia ista respondetur per unam 
distinctionem de ignorantia, quia quaedam est vincibilis, quaedam in- 
vincibilis... Si tunc aliquis faciat aliquid quod non est faciendum vel 
quod tenetur non facere ex ignorantia invincibili, ipse excusatur a toto 
nec aliquo modo peccat in sic faciendo... Si aliquis faciat aliquod tale 
malum quod tenetur non facere ex ignorantia vincibili, tunc vel ista igno- 
rantia est crassa vel affectata, et illa non excusat sed aggravat quia est in 
se peccatum; alia est ignorantia ex omissione et negligentia voluntatis ad 
sciendum, ita quod propter difficultatem et non propter impossibilitatem 
negligit voluntas et omittit apponere debitam diligentiam et curam ad 
sciendum huiusmodi ex cuius ignorantia peccavit, et talis ignorantia non 
excusat... 
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Pro solutione istius articuli praemittam aliquas divisiones ex quibus 
inducam aliquas conclusiones. [A 114ra; F 98rb; P^ 150va; V! 80va] 
Prima de ignorantia proprie dicta, nam aliqua est ignorantia facti, aliqua 
iuris naturalis, aliqua iuris divini vel canonici etc. Ignorantia facti aliqua 
<in> indifferentibus ad salutem, aliqua in necessariis ad salutem. Item, 
sicut omne meritum est in declinando a malo et in faciendo bonum, ita 
omne demeritum est in faciendo malum et in omittendo bonum. Item, 
aliquem peccare ex ignorantia potest intelligi dupliciter, vel prout haec 
praepositio ‘ex’ denotat circumstantiam causalem vel occasionalem. Is- 
tis praemissis, pono aliquas conclusiones. (1) Sit haec prima conclu- 
sio, quod accipiendo hanc praepositionem ‘ex’ prout denotat circum- 
stantiam occasionalem, peccatur ex ignorantia in qua peccans fuit sine 
culpa sua... (2) 2? conclusio est haec, quod accipiendo hanc praepo- 
sitionem ‘ex’ prout denotat circumstantiam causalem, aliquis peccat ex 
ignorantia in quam incidit sine culpa sua, sed nemo simpliciter incidit 
in eam sine culpa cuiuscumque alterius... (3) 3° conclusio est quod 
in adulto habente usum rationis nulla ignorantia iuris naturalis est sine 
culpa sua... (3A) Ex ista conclusione sequitur alia conclusio, quod igno- 
rantia quae est dispositio scientiae contraria de communibus principiis 
legis naturae, quae sunt prima principia practica, nec de illis quae ex 
primis principiis evidenter sequuntur, non potest esse sine culpa. Haec 
est quod dicit Philosophus, III Ethicorum... (4) 4? conclusio est quod 
in adulto nulla est ignorantia iuris divini vel canonici in his quae ad 
salutem sunt necessaria sine ignorantis culpa... (5) 5* conclusio est 
quod nulla ignorantia facti quae in his quae simpliciter sunt necessaria 
ad salutem potest esse in habente usum rationis sine culpa sua... (6) 
6* conclusio, quod nulla talis ignorantia est causa peccati, nec ex tali 
ignorantia tanquam ex causa peccat aliquis... Per haec respondeo ad 
argumenta... [A 115ra: secundum magistrum Raymundum| 

Dubium 1: Sed de iam dictis in articulo isto sunt aliqua dubia, primo 
de hoc quod dicitur quod ignorantia iuris divini vel canonici in his quae 
ad salutem sunt necessaria in adulto non est sine culpa... [A 116ra; F 
99vb; P^ 152va; V! 82ra] 

Dubium 2: Item, dubium est de hoc quod dicitur quod si aliquis 
teneatur ad aliquem actum absolute pro aliquo tempore tenetur habere 
cognitionem sine qua talem actum non poterit habere pro illo tempore. . . 
[A 116ra; F 100ra; P4 152vb; V! 82ra] 

Dubium 3: Aliud dubium est de hoc quod dicitur quod quilibet adul- 
tus tenetur non habere ignorantiam iuris divini vel canonici in his quae 
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sunt necessaria ad salutem pro illo tempore pro quo sunt necessaria. . . 
[A 116rb; F 100ra; P^ 153ra; V! 82rb] 

Ad primum dubium... [A 116va; F 110rb; P^ 153rb; V! 82va] Ad 
aliud dubium... Ex hoc sequitur una conclusio, quod quicumque dubi- 
tans de aliquo an sit mortale vel non, si faciat illud stante illa dubitatione 
se facere contra divinum praeceptum, peccat mortaliter, cum talis facit 
contra conscientiam suam... Ad tertium dubium... Quantum ad hoc 
consequens, utrum aliquis teneatur ad impossibile pro tempore 
pro quo est impossibile, sunt diversae opiniones. Una est quod tenet 
quod sic, et pro ista parte possunt esse aliquae rationes. Primo arguitur 
sic: ponatur quod aliqua virgo voveat servare virginitatem perpetuo et 


post fornicetur vel contrahat matrimonium... Ad oppositum arguitur 
pro alia opinione quod nullus tenetur ad impossibile sibi... Praeterea, 
furiosus qui ex culpa sua incipit in furiam... lllud confirmatur, quia 


ebrietas... Sed contra positionem illius opinionis... Pro solutione istius 
dubii primo exponam aliquos terminos. Primo quid est aliquem teneri ad 
aliquid... (1) Prima conclusio est quod ab ista tentione vel obligatione 
qua creatura rationalis tenetur ad necessaria ordinis creaturae illius ad 
Deum nullo modo potest absolvi... (2) Ex ista sequitur alia, quod pro 
omni tempore creatura rationalis tenetur esse in caritate... (3) Ex ista 
sequitur alia, quod quaelibet rationalis creatura semper tenetur non esse 
in peccato mortali... (4) Ex ista sequitur alia conclusio, quod quilibet 
existens in peccato mortali pro illo instanti et tempore quo est in mortali 
tenetur non esse in mortali... (5) Ex istis sequitur alia conclusio, quod 
aliquis tenetur ad impossibile respectivum, quod est impossibile aliqua 
condicione praesupposita... (6) Alia conclusio est quod numquam im- 
possibilitas absoluta accidens ex parte rei est illorum quae necessario 
respiciunt ordinem creaturae rationalis ad Deum in ratione subiectionis 
vel finis... (7) Alia conclusio est quod impossibilitas absoluta accidens 
ex parte personae obligatae poterit esse respectu illorum quae necessario 
respiciunt ordinem creaturae ad Deum in ratione subiectionis et finis... 
(8) Alia conclusio est quod per impossibilitatem absolutam absolvitur 
quis ab obligatione vel tentione qua tenebatur ad aliqua non necessaria 
ordinis praedicti, sed tenetur ad aequivalentiam... Per istas conclu- 
siones patet quomodo respondendum est ad argumenta utriusque partis 
istius dubii, ideo in speciali dimittantur. 

Articulus 3: 3% articulus istius quaestionis fuit utrum existens in 
gratia possit esse perplexus inter duo peccata. Quod sic pro- 
batur... [A 120rb; F 103rb; P^ 157rb; V! 85rb] Article 3 ends abruptly 
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after the tenth principal argument quod sic, before the Ad oppositum, 
conclusions, and refutations of the arguments. 
Articulus 4: deest 
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Bologna 


The Franciscan Guglielmo 
Centueri of Cremona's Bologna 


Principium of 1368, with an 


Appendix on Whether God Can 
Make the Past Not to Have Been 


Chris Schabel 
(IRHT, Aubervilliers)* 


The University of Bologna has a claim to being the oldest university, 
but its Faculty of Theology was not founded until the first half of the 
1360s, by which time the practice of holding principial debates was well 
established. One of the most important early masters of the faculty, the 
Augustinian Hugolino of Orvieto, was a witness to and participant in 
the full maturation of the written genre. He and his Cistercian socius 
Pierre Ceffons published all four of their principia from the 1348-1349 
academic year at Paris, and they included records of their principial de- 
bates with each other and their other socii. It is thus no surprise that the 
statutes of the new Faculty of Theology at Bologna describe in detail the 
regulations for the principia, and we have surviving fourteenth-century 
principia by two Bolognese bachelors lecturing in 1368, the Cistercian 
Conrad of Ebrach and the Franciscan Guglielmo Centueri of Cremona, 


I thank Monica Brinzei and William Duba for comments and Russ Friedman 
and Roberto Lambertini for materials. Brinzei sniffed out the principium years 
ago, so I am just filling in the blanks. This paper has received funding from the 
European Research Council (ERC) under the European Union's Horizon 2020 
research and innovation programme (grant agreement No. 771589 — DEBATE). 


Chris SCHABEL 


in addition to those of Agostino Favaroni of Rome from two decades 
later, 1388-1389, edited by Monica Brinzei.! 

Historically the most important Bolognese principia belong to Con- 
rad of Ebrach, who had studied theology in Paris, went on to lecture 
in Prague, and became an important figure in the early University of 
Vienna. Conrad’s principia date from the 1368-1369 academic year 
and explicitly involve debates with his two Dominican socii Pedro of 
Aragon and Bartholomew, as well as an anonymous Augustinian, and 
Conrad mentions sessions in scolis Carmelitarum and in scolis Heremi- 
tarum. Conrad’s four principia, both collationes and quaestiones, are 
being critically edited by Monica Brinzei and will be published in mono- 
graph form. When and where Conrad delivered his principia were once 
the subject of considerable disagreement, but it has now been cleared 
up.” Here I will attempt to clarify the two historiographical mysteries 
about the sole surviving principium of Guglielmo Centueri of Cremona, 


For the statutes, see F. ERHLE, / più antichi statuti della Facoltà Teologica 
dell'Università di Bologna: contributo alla storia della scolastica medievale, 
Bologna 1932, pp. 10, 17-18, 20-23, 46-47, and passim, and the introduction, 
pp. cxli-clvii, for the early history of the Faculty of Theology. For Agostino, see 
the discussion and edition in M. BRINZEI, “Performing Principia at the Faculty 
of Theology of Bologna: The Case of Augustinus Favaroni of Roma (11443)," 
Traditio TT (2022), pp. 377—463. 

See C. SCHABEL, M. BRÎNZEI, M. MAGA, “A Golden Age of Theology at Prague: 
Prague Sentences Commentaries, ca. 1375-1385, with a Redating of the Arrival 
of Wycliffism in Bohemia," Acta Universitatis Carolinae — Historia Universi- 
tatis Carolinae Pragensis 55 (2015), pp. 19-39, at pp. 21-30, summarizing a 
discussion involving Adolar Zumkeller, Konrad Lauterer, and Venicio Marcolino: 
A. ZUMKELLER, Dionysius de Montina, ein neuentdeckter Augustinertheologe des 
Spätmittelalters (Cassiciacum, 9), Würzburg 1948; K. LAUTERER, Konrad von 
Ebrach S.O.CIST (11399): Lebenslauf und Schrifttum, Rome 1962; V. MAR- 
COLINO, “Das Nachwirken der Lehre Hugolins," in Schwerpunkte und Wirkun- 
gen des Sentenzenkommentars Hugolins von Orvieto O.E.S.A., ed. W. ECK- 
ERMANN (Cassiciacum, 42), Würzburg 1990, pp. 295-481, at pp. 377-387 and 
415-430. For the principia, see also M. BRINZEI, SCHABEL, “Les Cisterciens de 
l'université. Le cas du commentaire des Sentences de Conrad d'Ebrach (11399)," 
in Les Cisterciens et la transmission des textes (XI XV siècles), ed. T. FAL- 
MAGNE, D. STUTZMANN, A.-M. TURCAN-VERKERK, with P. GANDIL (Biblio- 
théque d'histoire culturelle du Moyen Age, 18), Turnhout 2018, pp. 453-486; 
and M. BRÎNZEI, SCHABEL, “Thomas Aquinas as Authority and the Summa 
as Auctoritas in the Late Middle Ages,” in Summistae: The Commentary 
Tradition on Thomas Aquinas’s’ Summa Theologiae (15th-18th Century), ed. 
L. Lanza, M. TOSTE (Ancient and Medieval Philosophy series 1, 58), Leuven 
2021, pp. 95-125, at pp. 97-107. 
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one concerning the identity of the question as a principium and the other 
about the place and time of its origin. 


Gugliemo Centueri's Theological Career in 
Florence, Bologna, Paris, and Pavia 


According to Cesare Cenci's 1967 biography, Gugliemo Centueri was 
the son of a physician named Franceschino and born in Cremona around 
1340, although given his later career we should probably take 1340 as an 
extreme terminus ante quem, the early to mid-1330s being more likely. 
Guglielmo was already Franciscan provincial minister of Bologna when 
he became master of theology in the spring of 1373, and his administra- 
tive career in the Order of Friars Minor followed the vicissitudes of the 
papacy and the city of Bologna, including a period in prison in 1377 and 
then a forced transfer to the post of provincial minister of the Veneto. As 
an advisor of Gian Galeazzo Visconti, with the duke of Milan's support 
Guglielmo was made bishop of Piacenza in 1383, after a failed attempt in 
1381. Throughout this period, however, Guglielmo resided in the Fran- 
ciscan convent of Pavia and taught theology, until in 1386 Guglielmo was 
elected bishop of Pavia and received papal approval for his official trans- 
fer. Having met Pope Urban VI in Genoa in 1385 or 1386, Guglielmo 
may have been instrumental in securing for Gian Galeazzo and himself 
papal recognition of the Faculty of Theology of Pavia, made official by 
Pope Boniface IX in 1389. Guglielmo is mentioned as serving as chan- 
cellor of the University of Pavia in 1395 and 1396. It is noteworthy 
that, having perhaps taught him in Paris, in Pavia Guglielmo was long 
associated with Pietro of Candia, who succeeded Guglielmo as bishop of 
Piacenza and who was also close to Gian Galeazzo. Guglielmo did not 


The following biography relies on C. CENCI, “Biografia di fr. Guglielmo Centueri 
di Cremona (c. 1340-1402)," part of his “Introduzione” to GUGLIELMO CENTUERI 
DA CREMONA, Trattato ‘De iure monarchiae’, ed. C. CENCI, Verona 1967, 
pp. 12-38. See also N.W. GILBERT, “A Letter of Giovanni Dondi dall’Orologio 
to Fra' Guglielmo Centueri: A Fourteenth-Century Episode in the Quarrel of the 
Ancients and Moderns,” Viator (1977), pp. 299-346, at pp. 302-307 and passim; 
M. PALMA, “Centueri, Guglielmo," Dizionario Biografico degli Italiani 23 (1979), 
online; J. MONFASANI, “Aristotelians, Platonists, and the Missing Ockhamists: 
Philosophical Liberty in Pre-Reformation Italy," Renaissance Quarterly 46/2 
(1993), pp. 247-276, at pp. 261-263; S. NOCENTINI, *Guillelmus de Centauriis 
de Cremona,” Compendium auctorum latinorum Medii Aevii, vol. 4/6, Florence 
2014, pp. 630a-631b. 
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live to see Pietro's election as Pope Alexander V at the Council of Pisa 
in 1409, since the bishop of Pavia had died on 26 June 1402.4 

Aside from his writings in connection with the Sentences of Peter Lom- 
bard, discussed below, Guglielmo authored a number of other works, cul- 
minating in the De iure monarchiae from around 1400, critically edited 
by Cesare Cenci, in which Guglielmo argues for the separation of spiri- 
tual and temporal powers.? In this work, Guglielmo also mentions that 
he wrote “in naturalibus," a treatise De vera amicitia, and a brief tract 
on ending the Schism, a copy of which may have been in the library 
of his contemporary Francesco Gonzaga. These works have not been 
identified, but one manuscript of the De iure monarchiae afterwards 
contains Guglielmo's nine-folio treatise on the ability of Franciscans to 
act as witnesses, which was apparently his last composition. 

Guglielmo's writings in connection with the Sentences of Peter Lom- 
bard are preserved in two manuscripts, one in Fribourg, which will be of 
primary concern to us here, and the other in Budapest. Just as Conrad 
of Ebrach heard or gave lectures on the Sentences in four different univer- 
sities, Paris, Bologna, Prague, and Vienna, Guglielmo taught theology 
at Franciscan studia in Florence, Bologna, Paris, and Pavia. Much later 
the future St Bernardino of Siena, a big fan of Guglielmo who apparently 
owned a now lost copy of Guglielmo's questions on the Sentences and 
even copied some of it into à surviving autograph, the Budapest codex 
just mentioned, wrote the following about a debate over usury: 


Spectabiliores viri saepe de materia ista dubitant et inquirunt, si- 
cut manifeste apparuit Florentiae in nostro Capitulo generali inibi 
celebrato anno Domini 1354 ad quod utique convenerunt multi va- 
lentes viri, inter quos fuit magister Guillelmus de Cremona, qui 
postea fuit episcopus Papiensis, vir utique ingentis scientiae et 
magnae famae.9 


For a recent biography, see C. SCHABEL, “Peter of Candia," in Encyclopedia of 
Medieval Philosophy, ed. H. LAGERLUND, ed., 2 vols., Heidelberg 2011, vol. 2, 
pp. 959a-961b; 2nd ed., 2020, vol. 2, pp. 1447a-1450a. 

GUGLIELMO CENTUERI DA CREMONA, Trattato ‘De iure monarchiae’, ed. CENCI. 
The following survey of his works stems from C. CENCI, “Attivita letteraria di 
fr. Guglielmo Centueri di Cremona,” part of his “Introduzione,” pp. 39-49. 
BERNARDINUS SENENSIS, De evangelio aeterno, sermo 41, in Opera omnia, vol. 4, 
Quaracchi, 1956, pp. 307-346, at p. 326. Quoted in GILBERT, “A Letter of 
Giovanni Dondi," p. 303, n. 4. 
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Although Bernardino was mistaken about the date of the Chapter Gen- 
eral meeting, which was opened on 1 June 1365," and Guglielmo did 
not become master of theology until 1373, Bernardino's source was 
Guglielmo himself, as recorded in the Budapest manuscript: 


. quoniam spectabiliores saepe de materia ista inquirunt. Unde 
recolo me fuisse in generali Capitulo Fratrum Minorum Florentiae 
celebrato, ad quos convenerunt viris ingentis scientiae. Et ad Gen- 
eralem Ordinis venerunt deputati aliqui pro parte communitatis 
et dominii, orantes obnixe ut materiam istorum mutuorum vellent 
tractare et declarare, si essent isti contractus liciti pro serenitate 
conscientiarum suarum. Quomodo ergo dicam ipsos tenere firmiter 
illa esse licita? Interrogant etiam saepe in particulari, sicut et ego 
ipse, cum Florentiae essem bacalarius, requisitus sum. 


Perhaps it is for this reason that in 1956 and 1965 Damasus Trapp 
had dated Guglielmo's Parisian lectures on the Sentences to 1365-1366, 
claiming that Guglielmo was a socius of the Augustinians Johann Hiltalin- 
gen of Basel and Simon of Cremona and the Cistercian Gottschalk of 
Pomuk,? whom we now know to have read the Sentences in Paris in 
1368-1369, 1373-1374, and 1366-1367 or 1367-1368 respectively! Oth- 
ers followed Trapp's dating for Guglielmo, but the specific and general 


T See J. KIRSHNER, “A Document on the Meeting of the Chapter General in Flo- 


rence (1365)," Archivum Franciscanum Historicum 62 (1969), pp. 392-399, at 
p. 394 for Guglielmo. 

GUILLELMUS DE CREMONA, In quartum librum Sententiarum, d. 15, a. 3, conc. 5, 
in Budapest, Eótvós Loránd Tudományegyetem, Egyete-mi Kónyvtár, lat. 102, 
f. 18v, quoted in the introduction to GUGLIELMO CENTUERI DA CREMONA, Trat- 
tato ‘De iure monarchiae’, ed. CENCI, pp. 13-14. 

D. Trapp, “Augustinian Theology of the 14th Century: Notes on Editions, 
Marginalia, Opinions and Book-lore," Augustiniana 6 (1956), pp. 146-274, at 
pp. 245 n. 87, 249-251, and 267; D. TRAPP, “ ‘Moderns’ and ‘Modernists’ in Ms 
Fribourg Cordeliers 26," Augustinianum 5 (1965), pp. 241-270, at p. 265. 

For Hiltalingen, see V. MARCOLINO, “Einleitung,” in IOHANNES DE BASILEA 
OESA, Lectura super quattuor libros Sententiarum, vol. 1, ed. V. MARCOL- 
INO, with M. BRiNzEI, C. OSER-GROTE (Cassiciacum Supplementband, 20/1), 
Würzburg 2016, pp. 25-27. For Simon, see W.J. COURTENAY, “Theological 
Bachelors at Paris on the Eve of the Papal Schism. The Academic Environment 
of Peter of Candia," in Philosophy and Theology in the Long Middle Ages. A 
Tribute to Stephen F. Brown, ed. K. EMERY, Jr., R.L. FRIEDMAN, A. SPEER 
(Studien und Texte zur Geistesgeschichte des Mittelalters, 105), Leiden 2011, 
pp. 921-952, at pp. 929-934. For Gottschalk, see C. SCHABEL, “Cistercian Uni- 
versity Theologians on the Filioque,” Archa Verbi 11 (2014), pp. 124-189, at 
p. 137, and A. BAUMGARTEN’s introduction to his edition of GODESCALCUS DE 
NEPOMUK, Teologia ca dispozitie stiintifica. Prolog la Comentariul la cartea 
Sentintelor (Biblioteca Medievala, 30), Iasi 2016, p. 11. 
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contexts of the passage point to Guglielmo's being a bachelor of the- 
ology in the Franciscan convent in Florence — “cum Florentiae essem 
bacalarius" — not a bachelor in the Paris convent merely attending the 
meeting in Florence. 

By the 1360s and 1370s not only was the term “bachelor” loosely ap- 
plied to any advanced students in theology who had lectured on the 
Bible or the Sentences, but it was becoming more common for mendi- 
cants and monks to lecture on the Bible and the Sentences in more than 
one studium before being sent to Paris or promoted to master. The term 
bachalarius Biblie or biblicus had already been used for several decades, 
as in 1314 when a number of Dominican theologians authored a docu- 
ment censuring Durand of Saint-Pourgain, including masters, bachelors, 
and the “bachalarii Biblie” James of Lausanne and Yves of (Saint-Pol- 
de-)Léon, or in 1329 when Pope John XXII identified an Augustinian 
named James of Vitebo (not the famous one) as a “bachalarius biblicus 
Parisiensis.”!! The label “bacallarius biblicus” continued to be applied 
at Paris in Guglielmo's day, as exemplified in a letter of Pope Urban V 
of 1369.1? 

If we confine ourselves to the letters of Urban V, pope from late 1362 
to late 1370 and thus when Guglielmo was active in Florence, Bologna, 
and — as I shall argue — Paris, we frequently read of “bacallarii” at 
Paris who had not yet read the Sentences, such as the Dominican Michael 
Perdigatii in 1364. By then, more and more universities were making 
their own masters of theology, such as Salamanca and Toulouse, as well 
as the Roman Curia, and so the titles were being cheapened, in a sense. 
For example, in 1366 Pope Urban wrote to the Augustinian Giacomo 
Caracciolo of Naples, who had asserted that he was a lector at the Paris 
studium and had read “in diversis generalibus studiis ut bacallarius in 
theologia facultate," and the pope granted him a dispensation “ad legen- 
dum libros Sententiarum in quocumque studio generali," meaning that 
Giacomo considered himself a bachelor but had never read the Sentences 
at a studium generale of his order. In 1368 Urban wrote to the chancel- 
lor of Toulouse concerning the Franciscan Symon Bruni, “bacallarius in 
theologia," who had lectured on moral and natural philosophy at various 


! J. Koca, Kleine Schriften, Rome 1973, vol. 2, p. 53 (4 July 1314); Chartularium 
Universitatis Parisiensis, ed. H. DENIFLE, E. CHATELAIN, vol. 2, Paris 1891, 
p. 321, no. 887 (20 March 1329). 

1? URBAIN V, Lettres communes, no. 26356 (11 November 1369), ed. M. HAYEZ, 
A.-M. HAYEZ, with J. MATHIEU, M.-F. YvAN, in Brepolis, Ut per litteras apos- 
tolicas... 
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places in the order and was worthy of reading the Sentences, which he 
had apparently not yet done. The chancellor was told to allow Symon 
to do so in Toulouse after a diligent examination. ? 

Franciscans often had long teaching careers in theology before reading 
the Sentences at Paris. Aside from the famous example of Pietro of 
Candia, the future Pope Alexander V, who is said to have studied and/or 
taught at Franciscan studia in Padua, Norwich, and Oxford before Paris, 
and then even Russia, Bohemia, Poland, and Pavia,!4 one can point to 
Jean de Chevegneyo, who had already lectured on the Sentences and the 
Bible in Nicosia and Lyon and was worthy of doing so again in Paris, as 
Pope Gregory XI remarked in 1374 and 1375, or Gabriele de Vulturis, 
who had read the Sentences in Florence, Siena, Bologna, and Milan and 
thus warranted the magisterium, according to a letter of Pope Urban V 
dated 1364.15 

Since Florence had become one of the Franciscan studia generalia by 
1336,16 just reading the Bible there could justify the use of the title of 
“bachelor of theology" on 1 June 1365, although Guglielmo probably 
had been bachelor since the fall of 1364 for the 1364-1365 academic 
year, not 1365-1366. Nevertheless, it is possible that Guglielmo read 
the Sentences in Florence, which would account for his later statements 
in his Bologna principium on book II that he had already responded 
in the Vesperiae of Benedetto de Canalibus, that is, the act held the 
evening before Benedetto became master of theology. This could have 
happened in Florence itself, which had a faculty of theology since 1349, 
but it more likely occurred in Bologna. In any case, the bits of his 
responsio recorded in his later principium in Fribourg, Cordeliers 26 (— 
F), are worth presenting here: 


13 URBAIN V, Lettres communes, no. 10982 (8 June 1364), ed. M. AVRIL, 
C. REYDELLET-GUTTINGER; no. 17282 (6 August 1366), ed. HAYEZ, HAYEZ, 
with MATHIEU; and no. 21886 (17 August 1368), ed. HAYEZ, HAYEZ, with 
MATHIEU, YVAN, via Brepolis, Ut per litteras apostolicas. . . 

SCHABEL, “Peter of Candia.” 

URBAIN V, Lettres communes, no. 11528 (4 May 1364), ed. G. HASENOHR- 
EsNos, REYDELLET-GUTTINGER, F.-C. UGINET, N. GOTTERINO, and Grégoire 
XI, Lettres communes, nos. 34165 (12 November 1374) and 39892 (24 April 
1375), ed. A.M. HAYEZ, MATHIEU, YVAN, via Brepolis, Ut per litteras apostoli- 


14 
15 


cas... 

N. SENOCAK, “The Franciscan studium generale: A New Interpretation,” in 
Philosophy and Theology in the Studia of the Religious Orders and at Papal and 
Royal Courts, ed. K. EMERY, Jr., W.J. COURTENAY, S.M. METZGER (Rencontres 
de philosophie médiévale, 15), Turnhout 2012, pp. 221-236, at pp. 231-232. 


16 
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f. 149va: Ex qua apparet conclusio una quam posui in vesperiis 
quando respondi, que fuit hec: Licet Deus sit immensa natura, 
non tamen ab eo produci potest suprema possibilis creatura, licet 
illius conclusionis supposuerim primam partem. 


f. 169va: Et sic apparet quomodo habet evidentiam quod in respon- 
sione mea in vesperiis magistri Benedicti de Cana(li)bus posui et 
dixi: Etsi nulla est vel esse possit causa qua posita sequitur effec- 
tum aliquem produci, tamen est antecedens ex quo in consequentia 
necessaria sequitur ‘aliquis effectus est’ et ‘aliquis effectus produci- 
tur. 

f. 171ra: Ex quibus sequitur quod in responsione mea posui in ves- 
periis, videlicet quod Deus poterit facere Adam non fuisse et po- 
terit velle aliquid fore, nec tamen illud erit, non tamen aliquid 
potest incipere fore. 


f. 184rb: Ex hac conclusione sequitur conclusio quam posui in ves- 
periis: Licet perfecta Dei natura eternaliter potuit producere crea- 
turam, tamen non est nec fuit possibile creaturam eternaliter fuisse 
productam. 


Ironically, despite creating the myth that Guglielmo Centueri lectured 
on the Sentences in 1365-1366 at Paris, it was Damasus Trapp himself 
who later found evidence that Guglielmo later lectured on the Sentences 
as bachelor of theology in Bologna, when in 1965 he identified the ques- 
tion in the now famous Fribourg, Cordeliers 26. Using a black-and-white 
microfilm, Trapp singled out a long section of this manuscript, 49 folios 
on four sexterns and an inserted sheet,!’ starting with this rubric on 
the upper margin of f. 143rb (modern numbering): “Questiones ma- 
gistri Wilhelmi de Cremona Ordinis Minorum super secundum Senten- 
tiarum," and ending with this colophon on f. 190rb:'8 “Et sic est finis 
huius sollemnissime questionis, quam fecit et compilavit reverendus pa- 
ter frater [iter. PF] Wilhelmus [Guilermus a.c. s.l. F] de Cremona 
[Carmona a.c. s.l. F] dum erat bacularius Bononie anno Domini milles- 
imo trecentesimo LXVIII? etc.” With his black-and-white images, Trapp 
wrote that “This explicit has been cancelled," but in fact red ink has 
been used, more probably to highlight the colophon. A similar “can- 
cellation” occurs with the colophon to article 3 on f. 182rb: “Incipit 


17 Trapp, “ ‘Moderns’ and ‘Modernists’ in Ms Fribourg Cordeliers 26,” pp. 242-243 
18 TRAPP, “‘Moderns’ and ‘Modernists’ in Ms Fribourg Cordeliers 26,” p. 259. 
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3° articulus reverendi patris fratris Wilhelmi [Guillelmi a.c. s.l. F] de 
Cremona [Carmona a.c. s.l. F] Ordinis Minorum? Presumably on this 
basis, Trapp suggested that this section of the manuscript was copied 
“in great hurry” around 1370 and perhaps at Bologna, although Cenci 
dates this section to the 1380s.!? 

Regardless of whether the colophon was cancelled or highlighted, it is 
clear that the long principium for Book II of the Sentences contained 
in Fribourg, Cordeliers 26, is from Bologna, because Guglielmo himself 
states as much in a discussion of the ars obligatoria on f. 178va [$8.3.4.1 
in the appendix]:?? 


Si proponatur tibi ista: "Tu es in scolis Fratrum Minorum de 
Bononia’, concedenda est, quoniam vera et inpertinens. Stat enim 
quod Fratres de Bononia habeant scolas in Roma. Si proponatur 
tunc: ‘Iste scole in quibus es sunt Rome’, concedenda est, quo- 
niam sequitur ex posito et bene concesso. Et si dicitur: ‘Illud 
est falsum, ergo male respondes’, neganda est consequentia. Et 
causa est quoniam, ut superius accepi, non tenetur obligatus sem- 
per concedere quodlibet verum vel negare quodlibet falsum sibi 
propositum, sed debet concedere sequens, sive sit verum sive sit 
falsum, et negare repugnans, sive sit verum sive sit falsum. Et ideo 
per hoc dico, quando tu dicis: “Tu concedis istam: ‘Scole Fratrum 
Minorum de Bononia sunt in Roma’, ergo male respondes, cum 
sit falsum," dico quod argumentum non valet. Et causa est quo- 
niam non concedo eam tanquam veram, sed tanquam sequentem 
ex posito et bene concesso. Sequitur enim: ‘Tu es Rome et tu es 
in scolis Fratrum Minorum de Bononia, ergo scole Fratrum Mino- 
rum de Bononia sunt Rome. Hoc argumentum valet de materia 
in qua fit, et prima pars assumpti est posita et bene concessa, et 
ideo si proponatur ista: ‘Scole Fratrum Minorum de Bononia sunt 
Bononie', concedenda esset. Et causa est quoniam possunt habere 
plures scolas quarum alique sunt Bononie et alique sunt Rome. Si 
ponatur quod habeant nisi unam domum pro scolis, illa est ne- 
ganda. Et si dicatur contra, illa est vera et scita a te esse vera, 
et tu negas ipsam, ergo male respondes, negandum est argumen- 
tum. Non enim nego illam quia scio illam esse falsam vel quia sit 


19 TRAPP, “‘Moderns’ and ‘Modernists’ in Ms Fribourg Cordeliers 26," p. 243; 
CENCI, “Attività letteraria di fr. Guglielmo Centueri di Cremona,” p. 40 and 
fi. f. 

?0 Trapp, “‘Moderns’ and ‘Modernists’ in Ms Fribourg Cordeliers 26," p. 256, had 
noted a passage on f. 177ra: *Ad secundam confirmationem, dico quod argumen- 
tum est bonum arguendo ab esse ad posse, ut verbi gratia bene sequitur: ‘Frid- 
ericus est studens Bononie, ergo potest esset studens Bononie," which Trapp 
takes as a joke at the expense of the Franciscan Friedrich of Regensburg. 
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falsa, sed quia ipsa repugnat posito et bene concesso. Ista enim 
repugnant: ‘Tu es Rome’ et ‘Tu es in scolis Fratrum Minorum de 
Bononia et solum est una domus Fratrum Minorum de Bononia 
pro scolis, et tamen scole Fratrum Minorum non sunt in Roma’, 
licet in aliis terminis possent satis bene stare simul ubi fiat com- 
paratio duorum ad unum, quorum unum respectu alterius esset 
illimitatum inferendo illimitatum esse in alio, ut sic: ‘Tu es in 
Roma et tu es in celo, ergo celum est in Roma’. Sed bene econtra 
potest melius inferri. Vide ergo que sequuntur et que repugnant 
tam posito quam concesso vel concessis et que nec sequuntur nec 
repugnant et erit tunc facile respondere ad propositum. 


Nevertheless, in 1989 a pioneer in the study of principia, Zénon Kaluza, 
turned again to Gugliemo's text in Cordeliers 26 in order to examine 
the citations of the Franciscan Richard Brinkley.?! Armed with a pa- 
pal letter of 1373, but perhaps mislead by Trapp’s earlier dating and 
his statement about the cancellation of the Bologna colophon, Kaluza 
vaguely dated the question “avant 1376" and then called Guglielmo a 
“sententiaire parisien dans les années soixante”?? In his much more 
obscure publication, however, Cesare Cenci had already employed the 
papal letter to interpret old evidence that Guglielmo also lectured on 
the Sentences as bachelor of theology at Paris. 

In 1894 Heinrich Denifle published a summary of a papal letter dated 
7 March 1373, in which Pope Gregory XI notes that Guillelmus de Cre- 
mona, Franciscan provincial minister of Bologna, was “olim” promoted 
by his order to be bachelor at Paris and had in fact read the Sentences 
in that studium and performed the other scholastic acts required for the 
license, except for responding in the aula (in a new master's inception 
procedure). The pope thus orders the chancellor to grant him the license 
and promote him to master within a month and a half.?? The full text 
of the letter, which Konrad Eubel printed a few years later, adds that 
it was while Guglielmo was at the University of Paris that he became 
provincial minister of Bologna, and his administrative duties made it 


21 Z. KALUZA, “L'oeuvre théologique de Richard Brinkley, O.F.M.," Archives 
d'histoire doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen Age 56 (1989), pp. 169—273, for which 
I use the reprint in Z. KALUZA, Etudes doctrinales sur le XIVe siécle: théolo- 
gie, logique, philosophie (Études de philosophie médiévale, 101), Paris 2013, 
pp. 87-189. 

KALUZA, *L'oeuvre théologique de Richard Brinkley," pp. 88 and 96; cf. pp. 96 
n., 107, and 115. 

Chartularium Universitatis Parisiensis, ed. H. DENIFLE, E. CHATELAIN, vol. 3, 
Paris 1894, p. 211, no. 1386. 
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impossible for him to fulfill his remaining obligations, especially since 
he had to attend the Chapter General in Toulouse scheduled for 3 June. 
The pope ordered the chancellor, Jean de Chaleur, to grant Guglielmo 
the license and magisterium, if he was worthy, quickly enough so that 
he could attend the Chapter General as master of theology.?* 

Without direct evidence, but citing in a note the detail in the pa- 
pal letter that Guglielmo had been promoted Parisian sententiarius by 
his order, Cesare Cenci simply declared that “Il Capitolo generale di 
Napoli del 1370 destino fr. Guglielmo Centueri allo Studio di Parigi, 
dove spiegò il libro delle Sentenze”? Although the Franciscan Order 
had sent Guglielmo vaguely “olim,” Cenci must have reasoned that it 
had to have happened at a Chapter General, that it would not have 
been the meeting in Assisi in the spring of 1367 because it would make 
no sense for Guglielmo to read the Sentences first in Bologna in 1368 
(and thus in 1367-1368 or 1368-1369), and that the Chapter General in 
Naples in the spring of 1370 was the only remaining possibility. 

Cenci did not guess Guglielmo’s year as Franciscan sententiarius at 
Paris, and usually mendicant Chapters General fixed their Parisian sched- 
ule for the next three or four years. 

Pope Gregory XI’s letter of 7 March 1373 informs us that Guglielmo 
had already completed the task, which rules out the academic year 
1372-1373. We know that Johannes de Aquiano was the Franciscan read- 
ing the Sentences in 1371-1372 along with Heinrich of Langenstein and 
the Augustinian Dionigi of Modena, and incidentally in 1369-1370 the 
Franciscan sententarius at Paris was Johannes Regis, who read with the 
Cistercian Jacob of Eltville.?6 Moreover, Cenci learned that Guglielmo 
was already provincial minister of Bologna in May 1372 when he presided 


K. EUBEL, Bullarium Franciscanum, vol. 6, Florence 1902, p. 499, no. 1254. 
Introduction to GUGLIELMO CENTUERI DA CREMONA, Trattato ‘De iure monar- 
chiae’, ed. CENCI, p. 16 and n. 17. 

?6 For 1369-1370, see. M. BRÎNZEI, “When Theologians Play Philosopher: A Lost 
Confrontation in the Principia of James of Eltville and His Socii on the Per- 
fection of Species and Its Infinite Latitude," in The Cistercian James of Eltville 
(11393): Author at Paris and Authority at Vienna, ed. M. BRINZEI, C. SCHABEL 
(Studia Sententiarum, 3), Turnhout 2018, pp. 43-78, and W.J. COURTENAY, 
“James of Eltville, O.Cist., His Fellow sententiarii in 1369-70, and His Influ- 
ence on Contemporaries," in the same volume, pp. 21-42. For 1371-1372, see 
M. BRÎNZEI, C. SCHABEL, ‘Henry of Langenstein's Principium on the Sentences, 
His Fellow Parisian Bachelors, and the Academic Year 1371-1372," Vivarium 58 
(2020), pp. 335-346. 
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over the Chapter Provincial in Ferrara,?" which he could not have done 
while lecturing on the Sentences at Paris. Guglielmo must therefore 
have given his lectures in 1370-1371, along with the Servite Lorenzo 
Opimo of Bologna, which must have been when Pietro of Candia was in 
the audience.?5 

Finally, Cenci found that Guglielmo composed a huge commentary 
on Book IV of the Sentences, the book that dealt with more practical 
matters, between 1385 and 1395 while in Pavia. A copy of the commen- 
tary formerly existed in two thick folio-sized volumes in the Franciscan 
convent in Cremona, with a colophon attributing the work to Guglielmo 
as bishop of Pavia. Guglielmo also cited his commentary in his late De 
iure monarchiae, but details in the brief passages that St Bernardino 
of Siena copied allowed Cenci to fix the dates. Bernardino's autograph, 
now preserved in Budapest, Eötvös Loránd Tudományegyetem, Egyete- 
mi Könyvtár, lat. 102, contains passages from Guglielmo’s Book IV on 
ff. 14r, 14v-20v (d. 15, a. 3, conc. 5), 104r-109v (d. 9, a .1), and 182v.?? 

Guglielmo thus followed what was becoming a not untypical Francis- 
can path, probably beginning his studies at Cremona and then perhaps 
continuing somewhere else, advancing to bachelor of theology at Flo- 
rence, being sent to the convent connected to the new Faculty of Theol- 
ogy at Bologna to lecture on the Sentences, then being assigned to read 
the Sentences again and complete his theological curriculum at Paris, 
and finally playing an important role in the new University of Pavia, 
where he served as professor, chancellor, and bishop. 


27 Introduction to GUGLIELMO CENTUERI DA CREMONA, Trattato ‘De iure monar- 


chiae’, ed. CENCI, p.17. 

See C. SCHABEL, “Lorenzo Opimo of Bologna, Teaching Doctor of the Servites 
during the Reformation, and His Sentences Lectures at the University of Paris 
in 1370-71," Bulletin of the John Rylands Library 98 (2022) and 99 (2023), 
forthcoming. The corrects SCHABEL, “Peter of Candia,” which relies on the 
earlier 1365-1366 dating of Guglielmo's Paris lectures. 

C. CENCI, ^Un manoscritto autografo di San Bernardino a Budapest," Studi 
francescani 61 (1964), pp. 326—381, at pp. 333-334, 347, and 359 (via NOCENTINI, 
“Guillelmus de Centauriis de Cremona,” p. 630b); introduction to GUGLIELMO 
CENTUERI DA CREMONA, Trattato ‘De iure monarchiae’, ed. CENCI, pp. 43-45. 
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Guglielmo Centueri's Question on II Sentences 
Is a Principium 


Having established that the giant question on Book II in Fribourg, 
Cordeliers 26, dates to 1368 in Bologna, it remains to argue that it 
is a principium. After introducing the colophon claiming that what fol- 
lows are questions on II Sentences, Trapp immediately qualified this: 
“Actually we have only the Quaestiones of the Third Distinction (cf. 
the beginning |f. 143r] and the remark |f. 189v] ut patebit in distinctione 
sequenti)? In fact the “beginning” of the question on f. 143ra, which 
Trapp then quotes, is as follows: *Circa materiam 2! libri Sententiarum 
et materiam tactam in collacione, quero istam questionem," which has 
no tie to distinction 3. As for the alleged reference to the following 
“distinctione” on f. 189va, it actually reads “conclusione”: “Et ad con- 
firmationem, dico uniformiter quod illud argumentum est vilissimum et 
nullius valoris, ut patebit in conclusione sequenti" 

Now, an incipit from the second half of the fourteenth century that 
reads “circa... materiam tactam in collacione" is a clear indication that 
what follows is a principial question that was presented immediately af- 
ter the principial speech or collation. The fact that Guglielmo manages 
to insert the word “principio” into the title of the question might be 
another clue about its identity. Unfortunately, the main father of the 
study of principia as a genre managed to overlook this, and the sub- 
sequent literature, including Cenci, has followed Trapp in labelling this 
question as pertaining to distinction 3 of Book II of the Sentences. 

Nevertheless, Trapp's extensive notes on the question and Cenci's re- 
view of those notes contain other possible evidence in support of Trapp's 
identification of the question as belonging to distinction 3 of Book II, 
and these items must be considered in turn.? The most important is 
on f. 144v, according to Trapp, which is a mistake for f. 143v(a), where 
the section Ad oppositum begins thus: ^Ad oppositum est veritas Scrip- 
ture Sacre: In principio creavit Deus celum et terram, et est Magister 
in hac littera [dist. 3],” with Trapp obviously supplying “[dist. 3|"?! 
While it is true that Peter Lombard does cite Genesis 1:1 in distinction 
3, chapter 4, of Book II, he also does so in distinctions 2, 12, and 13, but 


%0 "The notes are in TRAPP, “ ‘Moderns’ and ‘Modernists’ in Ms Fribourg Cordeliers 


26," pp. 248-259, the review in CENCI, “Attività letteraria di fr. Guglielmo 
Centueri di Cremona,” pp. 40-41. 


31 TRAPP, “ ‘Moderns’ and ‘Modernists’ in Ms Fribourg Cordeliers 26," p. 248. 
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most importantly the Magister first quotes Genesis 1:1 in littera at the 
very start of Book II, on the very first page of the critical edition, in dis- 
tinction 1, chapter 1.°? In any case, distinction 3 concerns the types of 
angels, whereas Guglielmo’s question (which by some horrible accident 
Trapp does not quote for another five pages, in the middle of his long 
tabula of the question??) is on creation: “Utrum a primo omnium rerum 
principio increato mundus produci potuit cum initio" The context of 
the passage in Guglielmo make it clear that this is not about distinction 
3: 


It is quite obvious that this has nothing to do with distinction 3 at 
all, where the context of the Genesis 1:1 quotation is a statement from 


Tertio principaliter arguo pro parte negativa questionis sic: si prin- 
cipium primum mundum potuit producere cum initio, sequitur 
quod primum principium sit mutabile. Consequens destruit tam 
Sacra Scriptura quam philosophia clare. Ait enim Jacobus in sua 
canonica «1:17»: Apud quem non est transmutatio nec vicissi- 
tudinis obumbratio. Et in 12° Methaphisice illud patet clare. Et 
consequentiam sic probo: si Deus produxisset mundum in prin- 
cipio temporis vel cum initio, ita quod non [s.l. F] eternaliter, 
sequitur quod aliqualem complacentiam vel volitionem habuisset 
in principio temporis non qualem habuit in eternitate. Ex quo 
sequitur quod fuisset mutatus, igitur ubi potuit sic producere, se- 
quitur quod potuit mutari. Ultima consequentia patet. Et pri- 
mam probo sic: voluntas non producit aliquem actum nisi quia 
sibi placet producere illum, maxime ubi ipsa non cogatur, igitur 
ubi non sit aliqua complacentia plus in uno tempore quam in alio, 
in una mensura quam in alia, sequitur, ubi voluntas sit principium 
sufficiens productivum, quod si numquam habeat aliam compla- 
centiam quam habuit, nec per illam produxit, quia numquam ipsa 
produxit. Vel si per istam complacentiam sequitur eam aliquo 
tempore ipsum producere mundum, quod pro aeterno sequitur ip- 
sam voluntatem produxisse mundum, vel oportet ponere quod in 
principio temporis aliam complacentiam habuit quam habuit in 
aeternitate, et sic fuit mutatus. 


Ad oppositum est veritas Scripture Sacre: In principio creavit 
Deus celum et terram, et est Magister in hac littera. 
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Augustine about angelic nature in a chapter on whether angels were 
created bad or good and just or unjust.?* 

Cenci also points to a passage on f. 147v(b) found by Trapp in which 
Guglielmo writes: ^Suppono pro presenti infinitatem primi entis, quam 
distinctione secunda probavi??? At first glance, it might seem that this 
is a clear reference to distinction 2 of Book II, so let us put it in context: 


Tertia conclusio sit hec: nullum est vel esse potest productum 
finitum quin perfectius illo possit producere primum principium. 
Suppono pro presenti infinitatem primi entis quam distinctione 2? 
probavi. Hanc conclusionem, hoc supposito, sic arguo. .. 


Leaving aside the doctrinal issue, if we assume that this is written in 
distinction 3 of Book II, it might make sense to claim that this refers 
back to distinction 2, but if this is a principium for Book II, one could 
interpret it as citing distinction 2 of Book I. This might seem more likely 
in that rather than deal with angelology, as does distinction 2 of Book II, 
distinction 2 of Book I deals with Trinity and Unity, the triune God.?6 
I am guessing, however, that this is a slip of the pen by the scribe, who 
wrote distinctione when he meant to write conclusione. The previous, 
second conclusion is this, on f. 146vb: *Secunda conclusio: etsi primum 
principium ad cuiuslibet effectus productionem infinite concurrat, nullus 
tamen effectus vel creatura ab ipso infinite dependet." That is to say, 
the previous 4.5 columns had been about the infinity of the first being, 
God, and it would be odd to suddenly refer to an earlier definition only 
afterwards in the following conclusion. 

In sum, there is little reason to doubt that Guglielmo Centueri of 
Cremona’s giant question on Book II of the Sentences is a principium 
from Bologna. Before turning to its contents, let us consider the date 
in brief. The colophon assigns the text to 1368, but does this mean the 
academic year 1367-1368 or 1368-1369? The answer depends on the 
calendar in use, the sequence of reading the books of the Sentences, i.e., 
whether I-IV-IL-III or I-II-III-IV, and whether the colophon refers to 
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PETRUS LOMBARDUS, Sententiae in IV libris distinctae II, d. 3, c. 4, ed. BRADY, 
p. 345.16-17. 

5» TRAPP, “‘Moderns’ and ‘Modernists’ in Ms Fribourg Cordeliers 26," p. 249; 
CENCI, “Attività letteraria di fr. Guglielmo Centueri di Cremona,” p. 41 n. 10. 
Just to take the example closest to hand, the Franciscan Landolfo Caracciolo, 
active in Paris in 1318-1319, asked about the infinite in distinction 2 of Book I 
[181] but not in distinction 2 of book II [192-193]: C. SCHABEL, "The Commen- 
tary on the Sentences by Landulphus Caracciolus, OFM," Bulletin de philosophie 
médiévale 51 (2009), pp. 145-219, at p. 180-181 and 192. 
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the end or the beginning of reading all four books or just Book II. The 
calendar year in Bologna began on Christmas, so the sequence makes 
no difference, since Book II was always read in the calendar year after 
Book I. We cannot be sure, but it is very probable that the 1368 refers 
to the end of the lectures as a whole or on Book II, and in the unlikely 
event that it does not, it could as easily mean the start of Book II (after 
all, it is a principium) as the start of the entire lecture series. The only 
internal remark that might make a difference is as follows on f. 171vb: 


3? sic arguo: data illa conclusione, sequitur quod non haberet aliter 
iudicare astronomus de quantitate temporis quando luna est in tali 
signo vel tali quam quando est in tali vel in alio signo, nec quando 
coniungeretur planeta inferior cum superiori quam quando non 
coniungitur. Consequens tamen videtur destruere totam astrono- 
miam, nam in coniunctionibus talibus effectus mirabiles apparent, 
sicud noviter apparebat de pestilentiis et effectibus aliis. 


The first two waves of the Plague hit Bologna in 1347 (1347-48) and 
1362 (1360-63), but the third general outbreak in Europe, around 1368, 
does not seem to have had such an impact, unlike its return to the city 
in 1374. The remark thus provides no help, and we should assume for 
now that Guglielmo lectured on the Sentences at Bologna in 1367-1368, 
the year before Conrad of Ebrach, and then did so again at Paris in 
1370-1371. 


Guglielmo Centueri's Prologus/Principium I 
and Friedrich of Regensburg’s Principia? 


Fribourg, Cordeliers 26, has been described several times and a very 
detailed presentation is on the e-Codices website, as are excellent re- 
productions of the manuscript itself, even if the principium on Book 
II is still called a question on distinction 3, following Trapp.?/ Before 
discussing the principium, it should be noted that the next codicolog- 
ical unit in the manuscript, number 5 on modern folios 190^5-214r, is 
anonymous, divided into two sections, ff. 190PiSr_208r and 208r-214r. 
The first, beginning with a sextern on smaller sheets of paper now num- 
bered ff. 19055a-m (there is no j), and then in one column on normal 


37 Description by Mischa VON PERGER, 2011, building on an earlier description 


by Christoph JORG, 1975: https://www.e-codices.unifr.ch/fr/description/fcc/ 
0026/. See the publication on e-codices: https://www.e-codices.unifr.ch /en/ 
list /one/fec/0026. 
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sized sheets on ff. 191r-208r, Trapp did not connect to Guglielmo. In 
contrast, on stylistic and doctrinal grounds, Trapp considered the se- 
cond, ^Utrum veritates katolice Christiane fidei per evidencias natura- 
les creato intellectui possint ostendi," to be by Guglielmo, which Kaluza 
considered probable. The question continues after the previous section 
in mid-folio in the same format until f. 213v, then after some other in- 
serted material finishes abruptly at the bottom of f. 214r, since f. 214v 
appears to be blank, pace Trapp, although it is pasted down. Three 
articles are planned, but the text ends twelve lines into the second ar- 
ticle, on f. 214r. Article 1 is “Utrum viator hic in via possit ex puris 
naturalibus sibi acquirere vitam eternam," and the second *Utrum de 
veritate catholica principaliter sit fides vel scientia," which opposes the 
position of ^unus modernus,” whom Trapp identified as the Franciscan 
Francis of Marchia, but whom Kaluza believed to be Richard Brinkley 
instead.?5 

The title of the question reads like something from a Prologue, as 
Kaluza hypothesized,?? even if the first article also reminds one of some 
principial questions. In fact, it can be proven on the basis of information 
that Trapp found but did not recognize that the author was indeed 
Guglielmo and he himself considered the question to be from his prologue 
on the Sentences. Trapp found many references to Guglielmo's Book I 
in what I consider the principium on book II, as follows: 


General reference: 153v 


Prologue: 161v (a. 1, q. 1), 162r (a. 1), 163v (a. 1), 172v (a. 3), 
177v (q. 1, a. 2) 


Distinction 1: 150r, 153v, 162v, 175v, 176r, 177v, 181v 
Distinction 3: 176v (Trapp: d. 2) 
Distinction 17: 157v 


It is uncertain whether Guglielmo had more than one question in his 
prologue, since two of the five references refer to question 1, while the 
others merely give the article. The last two references are to articles 
3 and 2 respectively, the text of which does not survive in Fribourg, 
Cordeliers 26, although that question, too, originally contained three 
articles. The first three, however, cite article 1, the first explicitly citing 


38 Trapp, “‘Moderns and ‘Modernist? in Ms Fribourg Cordeliers 26," 


pp. 261-263; KALUZA, “L’oeuvre théologique de Richard Brinkley,” p. 113. 


39  KALUZA, “L'oeuvre théologique de Richard Brinkley,” pp. 113-114. 
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question 1. If we look at the context of the three references to the 
first article of the prologue, we find correspondences in the anonymous 
question. 

The reference on f. 161va (Trapp, p. 251) begins on the previous col- 
umn, f. 161rb: “quoniam sic mereri est in sola [F 161va] acceptatione 
divina, que non subest causalitati voluntatis create, et hoc videb(is) in 
primo articulo prime questionis prologi? At the end of article 1 of the 
anonymous question that appears to be on the prologue, in the response 
to a confirmation of opening argument 9, we read this on f. 214r: *Ad 
aliam confirmationem... sed tunc nego consequentiam istam: "igitur 
viator potest ex puris naturalibus sibi acquirere vitam eternam', quia 
non est ratione «perfectionis» [perfectione] caritatis, sed ex hoc quod 
Deus acceptat actum per illam caritatem..." Although most questions 
attached to the prologue do not focus on this issue, nevertheless the 
statement itself is something of a scholastic commonplace in the four- 
teenth century, and it is found elsewhere in the article, for example in 
the response to the second opening argument on f. 213r: “... dato 
quod faciendo quod in eo est non mereatur vitam eternam, cum Deus 
de gratia dat sibi vitam eternam et acceptat actum suum mere libere ad 
vitam eternam..." 

'The other two references that Trapp found, on the other hand, are 
unmistakably to the anonymous prologue, and one of them even cites the 
argument correctly by number. In the prologue, in the middle column 
of the following table, the author presents the sixth opening argument 
against his own opinion, and in the right-hand column he refutes the 
argument. In the left-hand column are two passages from Guglielmo's 
second principium. The first passage is somewhat confusing in that 
Guglielmo offers an objection from Richard Brinkley, but at least it is 
clear that it concerns God's concurring with the created will to produce 
an act, what God “principally” intends or wills in this, and the freedom 
of the created will, which is also discussed in the sixth opening argument 
of the anonymous prologue, which Guglielmo cites explicitly. The second 
passage distinguishes between the act, in which God concurs, and the 
circumstances of the act, in which, if they are evil, God does not concur, 
unlike in good circumstances, for which Guglielmo cites explicitly what 
he had said in article one of the prologue, where we find the discussion 
in the right-hand column. 


Gugliemo Centueri, II 
Principium, a. 1; 
f. 163va et 162rb (cf. 
Trapp, 251-252) 


[163va] Sed diceret 
Inceptor <Brinkel> 
quod hoc argumentum 
fundatur super falsa 
ymaginatione, quia 
ymaginatur arguens 
quod Deus cum con- 
currit cum voluntate 
creata ad producen- 
dum actum voluntatis 
principaliter intendit 
producere actum istum. 
Sed non sic est, quia 
principaliter intendit 
prima causa voluntatem 
producere actum suum 
libere libertate con- 
tradictionis. Sed sine 
dubio responsio potest 
stare, ymmo includit 
contradictionem, sicut 
evidenter ostenditur in 
prologo libri Sen- 
tentiarum, articulo 
primo, argumento 
sexto... 

[162rb] Nego argumen- 
tum, quia in ratione 
circumstantie stat rem 
bonitatis et  malitie 
moraliter, puta in sic 
ordinando actum, et ad 
hoc non concurrit Deus, 
sed hoc est totaliter a 
voluntate, et hoc quan- 
tum ad circumstantiam 
malam, quia de bona 
dictum est in primo 
articulo prologi. 
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Anonymus, Prologus, a. 
1, argumentum princi- 


pale 6, f. 209r 


6° aliquis meretur vi- 
tam eternam qui est in 
via mere naturali, igitur 
viator existens hic in 
via potest mereri vitam 
eternam ex puris natu- 
ralibus. Consequentia 
est bona. Assumptum 
arguo pro secunda parte 
sic: voluntas omnem 
actum suum producit 
mere naturaliter et cum 


aliquo meretur vitam 
eternam, igitur natu- 
raliter meretur vitam 


eternam. Consequentia 
patet. Assumptum ar- 
guo sic pro prima parte: 
voluntas creata non 
potest producere actum 
meritorium nisi divina 
voluntate concurrente 
et ipsam premovente et 
ymmo ad ipsam velle 
voluntatem creatam 
producere actum suum 
meritorium sequitur 
ipsam producere ac- 
tum meritorium, igitur 
voluntas creata mere 
naturaliter producit 
actum meritorium... 

Pro tanto forte aliter 
diceretur ad argumen- 
tum quod Deus prius 
et principaliter vult 
voluntatem producere 
actum libere quam 
ipse velit producere 


Anonymus, Prologus, a. 
1, ad argumentum prin- 
cipale 6, f. 213v 


Ad 6™ nego antecedens 


distinguendo naturale 
contra liberum et contra 
supernaturale. Tunc 


ad probationem dico 
quod illud non dicitur 
agere naturaliter quia 
positis omnibus que re- 
quiruntur ad hoc quod 


agat agit vel incipit 
agere, sed solum quod 
ista est consequentia 


naturalis: ‘a est appro- 
ximatum, igitur agit vel 
incipit agere’ Non sic 
est de voluntate, quia 
positis omnibus que re- 
quiruntur non sequitur 
in natura voluntatem 
agere, sicut postea dif- 
fusius pertractabo. Sed 
aliter potest dici quod 
consequentia non valet, 
quia quilibet actus est 
bonus et non ex pro- 
ductione actus meretur 
quis vel demeretur, quia 
ex hoc non redditur 
quis moraliter bonus vel 
malus, nec videtur circa 
hoc consistere libertas, 
sed circa circumstan- 
tiam. Si enim unus 
produceret aliquem 
actum dilectionis fi- 
naliter propter se, ipse 


peccaret. Si autem 
propter Deum, non 
peccaret, sed meretur 
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actum suum, videlicet 
voluntatis, ita quod velle 
Dei principaliter fertur 
tam super liberum pro- 
ducere voluntatis quam 
super actum... 

Contra istam  respon- 
sionem arguo sic: Deus 
vult voluntatem cre- 
atam libere producere 
actum suum, igitur 
voluntas creata libere 
producit actum suum. 
Tunc sic: cum Deo 
concurrente potest 
producere actum et 
Deo non concurrente 
non potest producere 
actum suum, et cum 
Deus concurrat ut causa 
prior, igitur voluntas 
creata non habet in 
potestate sua libere pro- 
ducere actum suum, et 
sic naturaliter producit 
actum suum, quod fuit 
probandum. 


et esset actus bonus 
et bonum ens. Igi- 
tur videtur quod mali- 
tia consistat in circum- 
stantia. Nunc cir- 
cumstantie sunt in lib- 
ertate voluntatis cre- 
ate, et ad circumstantias 
malas Deus non concur- 
rit. Non enim facit Deus 
hominem male agere. Et 
tunc nego primam et se- 
cundam consequentiam, 
et dico quod non plus in- 
fertur nisi quod volun- 
tas naturaliter producit 
actum suum, sed ex 
hoc non sequitur quod 
mereatur vitam eternam 
naturaliter, quia non ex 
productione actus reddi- 
tur actus meritorius, sed 
ex circumstantia. Nunc 
dico: ad actum concur- 
rit Deus et gratia, et 
circumstantie male pos- 
sunt esse a voluntate 
sola. 


On occasion oral principia were repackaged as parts of sets of questions 
on the Sentences, and a principium on Book I could be published as a 
question on the prologue, since their relative positions were the same. It 
is thus possible, especially give the focus of the first article on soteriology, 
that the question Guglielmo called his first question on the prologue 
originated as his first principium, but this is mere speculation. 

Trapp did not pronounce any judgment about the authorship of the 
previous section, which as mentioned consists of a sextern of small 
sheets followed by seventeen folios of sheets the size of the final pro- 
logue/principium question. Toward the end of the section there are 
several references to Regensburg, and elsewhere in the manuscript we 
run into both Ratisbona and Fridericus, sometimes together, including 
Guglielmo’s example on f. 177ra: “Fridericus est studens Bononie, ergo 
potest esse studens Bononie.” While correcting some confusion in Trapp 


Guglielmo Centueri of Cremona's Bologna Principium 


concerning this section and the entire manuscript, Courtenay accepted 
the likelihood that Friedrich of Regensburg was responsible for this, 
suggested that this section was a lecture on the Sentences “secundum 
anglicanos" first delivered at Regensburg ca. 1363 and then at Bologna 
ca. 1365, but questioned whether he was a Franciscan, since all four 
mendicant orders had convents in both places. 

With the benefit of a rough transcription of this section by Cristian 
Bejan in the framework of the ERC project THESIS, we can add a bit 
to this. First, aside from a general reference to theologians who argued 
that God cannot undo the past on f. 191v, “Alexander, Thomas, Egidius, 
Altissiodorensis, Bonaventura doctores super primum Sententiarum, et 
Heinricus de Gandavo et Gotfridus in suo quolibet," the only mendicants 
mentioned besides Franciscans are Thomas with one negative reference 
and Albert with four, although not his theological works. In contrast, 
the author cites five Franciscans, not including Alexander and Bonaven- 
ture, mainly John Duns Scotus (the Doctor Subtilis) 18 times, Roger 
Bacon and William of Ockham 9 times each, Robert Grosseteste (Lin- 
colnensis) twice, and Peter Auriol (Doctor de Aureol) twice, the only 
continental Franciscan. The secular Henry of Ghent (Doctor Sollem- 
nis) is cited twice as well, but not surprisingly Thomas Bradwardine 
(Doctor Profundus, doctor De causa Dei) is mentioned 9 times. Finally, 
there are two or three citations of Ulcredus Monachus, whom Trapp dis- 
cussed at length. Otherwise, there is a generally positive reference to 
all mendicants on f. 206v: “Item, nota de sanctitate sancti Francisci, 
sancti Dominici, et fratrum eorum et aliorum mendicantium quasi in- 
numerabilium,” but on f. 190>'Ser we find an example exclusive to the 
Franciscans: “Iterum 6° quia sic a fortiori liceret Fratri Minori intrare 
religionem Hospitaliorum si ibi posset patri subvenire et in illa militare 
et proficeri.” Given Guglielmo's own reference to Fridericus, it is quite 
likely that the latter was also a Franciscan. 

As Trapp noted, the long Friedrich section, over 40,000 words, requir- 
ing over 100 pages to print, consists of an incomplete “Fourfold Quaes- 
tio" on all “Four ‘Books’,” with only one folio on the fourth “Book.”4! 
Rather than a commentary on the four books of the Sentences, this 
could be a set of four principia expressed as an umbrella question and 


40 W.J. COURTENAY, “Friedrich von Regensburg and Fribourg Cordeliers 26," in 


Die Philosophie im 14. und 15. Jahrhundert. In memoriam Konstanty Michalski 
(1879-1947), ed. O. PLUTA (Bochumer Studien zur Philosophie, 10), Amsterdam 
1988, pp. 603-613, at pp. 611-612. 


^1 TRAPP, “ ‘Moderns’ and ‘Modernists’ in Ms Fribourg Cordeliers 26," p. 269. 


23 


24 


Chris SCHABEL 


four articles or subquestions on each of the four books, a structure that 
we find, for example, in the principia of Henry of Langenstein at Paris 
in 1371-1372 and in some Vienna principia at the end of the fourteenth 
and first half of the fifteenth centuries. The structure is as follows: 


Utrum scientia Sacre Theologie repugnet principiis naturalis philosophie. 
[f. 190ar] 
Book I 


Titulus prime questionis in materia primi libri est iste: Utrum principia 
et conclusiones sacre theologie que unum primum habet subiectum prin- 
cipiis vel rationibus repugnet philosophie vel alicui quod naturaliter est 
notum. [f. 190ev] 


Iuxta primum argumentum ad oppositum principalis questionis, secun- 
dus titulus sit iste: Utrum tres res sive tres realitates divine sint tres 
essentie realiter distincte. [f. 190iv] 


Iuxta materiam tertii argumenti ad oppositum principalis questionis sit 
iste titulus: Utrum voluntas divina que solum facit bona et cui voluntas 
creata per omnia se tenetur conformare eque quodlibet preteritum posset 
destruere sicut omne preteritum potest recreare. [f. 191v] 


Book II 


In materia secundi libri sit iste primus articulus: Utrum paradisus ter- 
restris ubi dominabatur homo pro tempore quo habuit innocentiam sit 
locus amenissimus contentus infra terre periferiam. |f. 196r] 


Secundus articulus in materia secundi libri sit iste: Utrum sit possibile 
creaturam aliquid creare vel aliquid producere et Deum in aliquo genere 
cause non cum ista concurrere. [f. 199r] 


Book III 


Iuxta sententiam tertii libri sit iste articulus: Utrum Filius Dei de Virgine 
incarnatus ex tempore potuit plures naturas in unitatem persone simul 
assumere. [f. 201r] 


Iuxta materiam tertii libri sit titulus secundus iste: Utrum Verbum Patris 
eternum fieri poterit temporale. [f. 204v] 


Book IV 


Iuxta materiam quarti libri sit iste articulus pertractandus: Utrum sacra- 
mentum eukaristie oblatum meritorie eque iuvat sive valeat mortuis ad 
remissionem pene sicut valet vivis ad augmentum gratie. [f. 207r] 
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It is hard to say what is going on here, but at least the first section 
appears to be from the lectio principalis, as we read on f. 190gr: “Et 
confirmatur idem argumentum per argumenta facta in lectione principali 
ad primam consequentiam adductam.” 


Conclusion: Guglielmo Centueri's Principium 
in secundum 


Guglielmo Centueri's second Principium covers 192 columns in Fribourg, 
Cordeliers 26, which is clearly too long to be a faithful recording of what 
was presented orally, so we must assume that the question as it has come 
down to us is an expanded revision of the report of the oral performance. 
Like the texts that follow in the manuscript, this huge principium does 
not contain references to socii, the colleagues with whom Guglielmo de- 
bated, unlike in the case of Conrad of Ebrach. This lack of explicit 
dialogue with socii is not uncommon, however, especially when a sur- 
viving principium was revised and expanded later. Nevertheless, the 
text is interesting doctrinally and contains a number of personal re- 
marks informing us about Gugliemo's early days, as Trapp recorded, 
including his participation in the Vesperiae of Benedetto de Canalibus 
and his brother's (germanus meus) contribution to the Chapter Gen- 
eral of Florence in 1365 (f. 160vb). Trapp and Kaluza have discussed 
Guglielmo's connections to English scholastics, especially the Franciscan 
Richard Brinkley and the Benedictine monk Ulcred of Durham. 

Guglielmo's overall question concerns the creation of the world by the 
uncreated first principle of all things, specifically whether it could have 
happened with a beginning, a typical topic for Book II of the Sentences. 
The question is divided into three articles: 


Utrum a primo omnium rerum principio increato mundus produci 
potuerit cum initio. [Argumenta principalia, f. 143ra-va] 


1. Utrum ad productionem cuiuslibet cause secunde concursus 
prime cause necessario requiratur. [ff. 143va-164vb] 


2. Utrum suprema et prima causa mere necessario vel contin- 
genter suos effectus producat ad extra. [ff. 165ra-182ra] 


3. Utrum ex causalitate primi principii mundus eternaliter potu- 
erit produci. [182ra-189ra] [Ad argumenta principalia, 
ff. 189ra-190rb) 
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The first article thus focuses on the modality of the relationship between 
God as first cause and secondary causes, the second on the modal status 
of God's own production ad extra, and the third asks whether the world 
could have been produced eternally. 

Within these giant articles the treatments of subtopics can reach the 
size of large questions themselves. In lieu of a lengthy doctrinal discus- 
sion of the entire principium, below I offer an edition of a small part of 
article 2 according to my doctrinal interests, namely Guglielmo's discus- 
sion of the modal status of the past, i.e., whether God can make the past 
not to have been. This is the topic of the final theses 8 and 9 of article 
2, which text I present first, followed by Guglielmo's objections against 
these two theses, and finally Guglielmo's responses to these objections. 
Although a mere fragment of one of three articles of the principium, the 
text is nevertheless one of the longer treatments of the issue. 

Guglielmo's answer is complicated, but intentionally so, in many ways 
typical of his time. He wishes to maintain that in some sense God can 
make it so that the past did not exist, thesis 8, while denying that any- 
thing past can cease being past, thesis 9, thus avoiding any claim that 
God can change or undo the past. It is noteworthy that Guglielmo be- 
gins thesis 8 with the words “gratia exercitii" [88.1.0], which reflects its 
exciting origin as part of a required oral debate with his socii. Toward 
the end Guglielmo repeats on two occasions that he is proceeding for 
the sake of the exercise: [88.3.8] *... sed oppositum eius quod sentio vel 
exercitii gratia pono"; [8.3.10.1] ^... dicerem pro exercitio..." On the 
other hand, certain elements seem to betray their origins in Guglielmo's 
efforts to revise and expand the text into a didactic vehicle, one that per- 
haps was more useful for students at the Franciscan studium in Bologna 
than it would have been at Paris. Most notable are Guglielmo's warn- 
ing about the use of the composite and divided senses [§8.3.6.4—7] and, 
above all, his long digression on the ars obligatoria, a special feature of 
this section [$8.3.4]. 

Unfortunately, while the hand in this section of Fribourg, Cordeliers 
26, is clear, the text is obviously corrupt in some places. I have tried to 
make minor repairs for sense here and there, but there are a number of 
spots, especially toward the end of the text, where I have not succeeded 
in guessing what is wrong based on what is present. If in the future 
people decide to publish the entire question, I am sure they will find 
better solutions. 


Appendix 
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Principium in II Sententiarum, articulus 2, conclusiones 8-9 
Fribourg, Cordeliers 26 (— F) 


« Conclusio 8> 
« Preteritum potest facere Deus non fuisse» 


[8.1.0] [F 169vb] 8% conclusio sit hec, gratia exercitii: preteritum potest 
facere Deus non fuisse. Hanc conclusionem sic intelligo quod aliquid 
fuit et tamen Deus potest facere id nunquam fuisse, sicud verbi gratia 
Adam fuit: dico quod prima causa potest facere quod Adam nunquam 
fuit. Et sic uniformiter dico de quocumque preterito quod quandoque 
fuit futurum contingens, utendo terminis prout scola communis utitur 
eisdem. 

[8.1.1] Probo illam conclusionem sic, et facio argumentum de uno et 
sic de quocumque arguo. Et primo de Adam fuisse, primo sic: prima 
causa vult quod Adam nunquam fuit, igitur Adam nunquam fuit. Hoc 
argumentum est sollempne, quoniam aliter foret quod Deus vellet ali- 
qua esse, non tamen sic essent, ymo Deus non esset per se sufficiens ad 
faciendum hoc esse vel quodlibet volitum ab eo esse, vel non esse ubi 
vellet id non esse. Sequitur etiam quod voluntas illa non esset efficax. Et 
etiam sequitur quod voluntas illa non esset simpliciter perfecta ex quo 
non posset quodlibet ponere vel facere non fuisse pro suo libito volunta- 
tis. Sequitur etiam quod non esset perfecte beata, quod tamen «est» 
tam contra fidem catholicam quam contra Aristotelem, X? Ethicorum. 
Patet igitur argumentum. Et antecedens est possibile, igitur et conse- 
quens. Patet consequentia. Et assumptum sic arguo: Deus voluit ante 
productionem Ade Adam non fuisse, igitur modo potest velle Adam non 
fuisse. Patet consequentia. Et assumptum probo, quoniam ante pro- 
ductionem Ade Adam non fuit, igitur Deus voluit Adam non fuisse, vel 
saltem potuit velle Adam non fuisse. 

[8.1.1.1] Preterea, Deus potest modo velle Antichristum nunquam fuis- 
se, igitur ante productionem Ade potuit velle Adam non fuisse. Notum 


18 ponere vel facere] tr. a.c. F 


20 Aristotelem — Ethicorum: Aristoteles, Ethica X, c. 8. 
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est quod utrobique est ratio consimilis. Et assumptum videtur evidens, 
quoniam Antichristum non fuisse est intelligibile et est volibile; nec in- 
possibile, sed possibile; igitur non apparet unde non possit esse quod 
Deus velit Adam non fuisse, cum in nullo dependeat a rebus. Patet 
igitur assumptum. Et consequentia apparet, quoniam tam est modo po- 
tens Deus ad volendum quam ante productionem Ade, nec a re aliquid 
passus est, igitur sequitur quod causa prima potest modo velle Adam 
nunquam fuisse sicud ante eius productionem. 

[8.1.1.2] Confirmo illam rationem sic: Deus ante productionem Ade 
potuit velle ipsum non fuisse, et non potest modo velle ipsum non fuis- 
se, igitur sequitur quod necessitatur a re. Consequens tamen videtur 
absurdum. Et consequentia patet, quando per solam positionem rei 
in esse sequitur Deum necessario velle ipsam rem fuisse, et ante mere 
contingenter volebat ipsam non fuisse, igitur sequitur quod per ipsam 
rem necessitatur ad volendum ipsam fuisse. Consequens tamen, ut est 
dictum, est falsum, quoniam nec Adam non esse nec Adam fuisse est 
aliquid, igitur non potest necessitare Deum ad sic vel aliter [F 170ra] 
volendum. 

[8.1.2] 2? sic: Deus quandoque voluit Adam non fuisse, et modo vult 
Adam fuisse, igitur incipit vel incepit velle Adam fuisse. Argumentum 
est bonum. Ex quo consequenter sic arguo: non incepit necessario velle 
Adam fuisse, igitur solum contingenter. Patet consequentia. Et assump- 
tum probo sic pro prima parte: Deus mere necessario incepit velle Adam 
fuisse, igitur eternaliter voluit Adam fuisse. Consequens est falsum, ut 
constat. Et consequentiam probo sic, quoniam si incepit necessario velle 
etc., necessario voluit Adam fuisse. Patet exponendo et ‘incepit’ ad tui 
libitum. Tunc sic: necessario voluit Adam fuisse, ergo non potuit non 
velle Adam fuisse. Ex quo sequitur quod quam cito potuit velle Adam 
fuisse, tam cito voluit Adam fuisse. Et ex consequenti sequitur: incepit 
contingenter velle Adam fuisse, igitur contingenter voluit Adam fuisse; 
sed qualitercumque voluit Adam fuisse, nunc vult Adam fuisse; igitur 
et modo contingenter vult Adam fuisse. Consequentia apparet. Et as- 
sumptum est evidens, quoniam ponens oppositum conclusionis poneret 
quod Deus mere necessario vult de quocumque preterito quod ipsum 
fuit. 

[8.1.2.1] Confirmo rationem sic: si ignis eternaliter fuisset habens pas- 
sum aproximatum et cetera que requiruntur et fuisset producens contin- 
ue mere necessario, tunc notum est quod eternaliter produxisset calorem, 
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nec potest esse alia evidentia tanta per hoc nisi quia mere necessario vel 
quia de necessitate nature ignis producit. Igitur si necessario Deus voluit 
Adam fuisse, sequitur ipsum eternaliter voluisse Adam fuisse et necessa- 
rio. Nunc vult Deus necessario Adam fuisse; et aliquando non necessario 
voluit Adam fuisse, quia non ante sui productionem; igitur incipit vel 
incepit necessario velle Adam fuisse, et sic stat argumentum primum. 

[8.1.2.2] Item, cum sic incepit velle necessario, etiam vel se tunc deter- 
minavit libere vel necessario. Si libere, tunc, cum non fuerit necessitatus 
ab alio, igitur adhuc, ymo semper poterat facere ipsum non fuisse. Si 
necessario, ergo eternaliter sic voluit. Patet argumentum. 

[8.1.2.3] Ad idem confirmatur ratio. Nam si libere se determinavit ad 
Adam fuisse, tunc taliter se habuit respectu Adam fuisse qualiter nunc 
se habet respectu productionis Sortis, et per consequens sicud potest 
facere Sortem quem ipse produxit non esse, sic etiam Adam non fuisse, 
igitur etc. 

[8.1.3] 3° sic: prima causa necessario voluit Adam fuisse. Vel igitur 
necessario necessitavit se ad hoc vel ad sic velle, vel mere libere se ne- 
cessitavit. Si necessario se necessitavit, igitur non potuit facere quin se 
taliter necessitaret. Sed contra, non magis movebatur divina voluntas 
ab aliquo absoluto post positionem Ade in esse quam ante; sed ante eius 
productionem se non necessitare potuit; igitur et post eius productio- 
nem. Et eodem modo arguo per quamcumque mensuram. Sequitur [F 
170rb] igitur, ex quo non potuit facere quin se necessitaret, quod eterna- 
liter se necessitavit ad volendum, ex quo non habuit in potestate sua non 
sic se necessitare, ut ponitur, ponendo quod necessario se necessitavit. 
Si igitur libere se necessitavit, contra: Deus libere se necessitavit ad vo- 
lendum Adam fuisse, igitur eodem modo potest se necessitare respectu 
cuiuscumque volubilis ab eo. Patet consequentia, quoniam non magis 
est ipse limitatus respectu unius quam respectu alterius, cum respectu 
cuiuscumque sit equaliter liber. Igitur potest prima causa libere necessi- 
tare se respectu cuiuscumque volubilis ab ea sicud respectu alterius. Ex 
quo sequitur quod Deus potest eque bene necessitare se ad velle nichil 
producere et sic posset se facere nullipotentem, quod nullus catholicus 
concedit. Et consequentia patet, quoniam sequitur: Deus necessario 
vult quod ipse nichil producat, igitur ipse nichil producit, et non potest 
esse quod vellit se aliquid producere, et sic nec potest esse quod ipse 
aliquid producat. Consequentia est bona. Antecedens est possibile, ut 
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est probatum, igitur et consequens, et sic esset possibile Deum se facere 
nullipotentem. 

[8.1.3.1] Confirmo rationem sic: necessitas et inpossibilitas videntur 
equaliter a contingenti distare, igitur si primum principium potest se ne- 
cessitare ad ponendum Adam fuisse antequam Adam sit, de Antichristo 
fiat argumentum: ergo potest se inpossibilitare ad Antichristum esse vel 
fuisse. Consequens est falsum, quoniam posset Deus facere quod ipse 
non posset producere Antichristum, et sic de aliis producibilibus ab eo, 
quod est inconveniens magnum. 

[8.1.4] 4? sic: non maiorem causalitatem habet aliquod preteritum res- 
pectu voluntatis divine quam aliquod futurum, nec per aliquod futurum 
potest divina voluntas necessitari, igitur nec per aliquod preteritum, igi- 
tur tam libere potest divina voluntas velle Adam non fuisse quam libere 
potest velle Antichristum fore. Patet consequentia: quoniam voluntas 
divina quantum est a parte sui equaliter indifferenter se habet respectu 
futuri sicud preteriti, nec a parte preteriti est maior — ymo nec ali- 
qua — ratio causalitatis respectu voluntatis divine quam a parte futuri, 
sequitur quod, si mere libere vult et contingenter futurum fore, mere 
libere et contingenter vult preteritum fuisse. 

[8.1.4.1] Confirmo rationem sic: inconveniens enim est quod antequam 
sit hec formica producta Deus posset velle a propriis causis fuisse pro- 
ductam, sed postquam ipsa est producta non potest Deus velle ipsam 
non fuisse productam. Evidenter enim apparet quod hec inpotentia, si 
oritur, oritur ratione positionis in esse illius formice, quod tamen non 
est bene dictum. 

[8.1.5] 5? sic: Adam non fuisse nullam contradictionem includit, igi- 
tur cum Deus voluerit aliquando ipsum non esse, non apparet quare 
non eque bene possit et modo velle Adam non fuisse TE 170va] sicud 
unquam. Argumentum est bonum, quoniam ex quo non est a parte Dei 
minor potentia quam ante, nec a parte rei aliqua causalitas respectu 
voluntatis divine quam ante, nec a parte terminorum est repugnantia, 
videtur quod Deus possit illud velle. Patet igitur argumentum. Et to- 
tum antecedens est evidens, illa particula excepta, videlicet «quod» 
nec ista includit contradictionem: ‘Adam non fuit’, quod notatur in pri- 
ma particula assumpti. Quam arguo sic: ante productionem Ade illa 
propositio ‘Adam non fuit’, si fuisset formata, non includisset contradic- 
tionem, et eodem modo nunc significat sicud tunc significasset et precise 
eodem modo, igitur nec et modo ipsa includit contradictionem. Argu- 
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mentum est bonum, cum contradictio solum fit ex modo significandi 
propositionum, non ex rebus. Sive enim res sit sive non, ista propositio 
includit contradictionem: ‘Rex sedet et nullus rex sedet’, sive formare- 
tur in instanti sive in quolibet alio tempore vel mensura. Patet igitur 
argumentum. Et assumptum sic arguo pro prima parte, nam si ista in- 
plicasset contradictionem: ‘Adam non fuit’, notum est quod fuisset, nec 
ipsa fuisset vera. Consequens tamen est falsum. Notum enim est quod 
ante productionem Ade Adam non fuit. Et pro secunda parte ipsum sic 
probo: ista propositio ‘Adam non fuit’ solum significat secundum prin- 
cipalem compositionem terminorum; ita eodem modo fuisset compositio 
et idem fuissent termini. Nec obviat quod modo significat respectu illius 
instantis et tunc non sic significasset, quoniam hoc non variat modum 
significandi, etsi quandoque varietur propositio ex hoc quantum ad veri- 
tatem et falsitatem, quod non esset nisi maneret idem modus significandi 
in uno instanti et in alio. Sicud si ista "Tu es in a instanti' in b instanti 
significet quod tu es in b instanti, iam non esset falsa. 

[8.1.6] 6? sic: si Deus necessario vellet Adam fuisse vel necessario 
sciret Adam fuisse, Deus esset mutatus intrinsece. Consequens tamen est 
falsum, ut multis vicibus est assumptum. Sed consequentiam sic probo: 
Deus ante productionem Ade voluit ipsum contingenter esse futurum, 
igitur contingenter sciebat ipsum esse futurum; sed modo necessario 
scit quod prius per eundem fuit futurum et non posset facere ipsum non 
fuisse futurum, sic nec ipsum non fuisse; igitur aliqualiter intrinsece vult 
non qualiter ante productionem Ade volebat, ex quo sequitur ipsum esse 
mutatum. 

[8.1.7] 7?, dato opposito conclusionis, sequitur omnia de necessita- 
te evenisse que evenerunt. Consequens tamen est falsum, ut swadebo. 
Consequentia patet, quoniam ex quo quodlibet preteritum necessario 
fuit, sequitur quod quodlibet quod fuit necessario evenit. Et falsitatem 
consequentis sic probo: omnia que evenerunt et fuerunt |F 170vb] neces- 
sario evenerunt, igitur non potuit esse quod non evenissent, igitur omnia 
que produxit prima causa non contingenter sed mere necessario produ- 
xit, quod tamen probatum est esse falsum conclusione quadam huius 
articuli. Et ex hoc arguo consequenter: non aliter Deus producebat 
ad extra aliquem effectum quam in futurum producet aliquos effectus 
ad extra, igitur si mere necessario producebat aliquos effectus ad ex- 
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tra, sequitur quod omnes necessario producet ad extra, et sic omnia de 
necessitate evenient, cuius tamen oppositum est probatum. 

[8.1.8] Et sic apparet ista conclusio, quamvis per argumenta multorum 
doctorum posset hec conclusio roborari, quoniam quodlibet tale preteri- 
tum non est a se, sed ab alio, puta a primo libere volente ipsum esse, et 
sic libere conservante ipsum. Etiam omnia sunt equaliter presentia Deo, 
igitur precise eodem modo se habet respectu preteriti sicud respectu 
presentis. 

[8.1.9] Aliqua argumenta facta pro conclusione ista pondero et reputo 
concludere, et aliqua non ita efficacia reputo apud omnes. 


« Conclusio 9> 
« Etsi preteritum possit non fuisse, nullum tamen preteritum potest 
desinere fuisse vel incipere non fuisse» 


[9.1.0] 9? conclusio principalis sit ista: etsi preteritum possit non fuisse, 
nullum tamen preteritum potest desinere fuisse vel incipere non fuisse. 
Hec conclusio quantum ad primam partem probata est. 

[9.1.1] Et quantum ad secundam sic probo ipsam: si aliquod preteri- 
tum potest incipere non fuisse, ponatur quod Adam incipiat non fuisse. 
Tunc sic: Adam non fuit, igitur Adam nunquam fuit, «quia dato» quod 
Adam non fuit, igitur ante hoc instans Adam non fuit. Ex quo sequitur 
quod non modo Adam incipit non fuisse. Eodem modo probatur quod 
non potest aliquod preteritum desinere esse per eundem modum, quia 
si modo non est vel si modo Adam non fuit, nunquam Adam fuit, et 
sic nec modo desinit Adam fuisse. Et per exponentes apparet, quoniam 
si desinit Adam fuisse, tunc cum subito desinat, sequitur quod habeat 
exponi per remotionem de presenti et positionem de preterito. 

[9.1.2] Ex hoc correlarie sequitur, etsi aliquid poterit esse quod nun- 
quam erit, nichil tamen potest incipere esse futurum. Sequitur ex pro- 
batis, nam quantum ad primam partem apparet, quoniam multa potest 
Deus producere que nunquam producet, saltem illud est possibile, ex 
probatis; igitur aliquid potest esse quod nunquam erit. Et quantum ad 
secundam partem ipsam sic probo: si posset aliquod futurum incipe- 
re esse futurum, sit a. Tunc sic: a erit, igitur eternaliter fuit quod a 
erit, igitur non modo incipit quod a erit, igitur non modo incipit esse 
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futurum. Et quod sequatur ipsum fore patet per exponentes, ut supra 
tactum est in SIT. 

[9.1.3] Ex hoc etiam correlarie sequitur quod nulla affirmativa de futu- 
ro simplex que fuisset per certum tempus incipit esse vera, vel inpossibile 
«est» ipsam esse et incipere esse veram. Patet ex positis et probatis. 
Sequitur eodem modo: [F 171ra] nullam affirmativam de preterito sim- 
pliciter incipere esse falsam est possibile. 

9.1.4] Ex quibus sequitur quod in responsione mea posui in vespe- 
riis, videlicet quod Deus poterit facere Adam non fuisse et poterit velle 
aliquid fore, nec tamen illud erit, non tamen aliquid potest incipere fore. 
9.1.5] Et nota quod per ‘facere’ intelligo ‘velle causaliter esse’, pro 
responsione ad argumentum vel argumenta, si qua occurrent contra con- 
clusionem illam. 

9.1.6] Ad articulum igitur respondeo: apparet quod concedendum 
est quod prima causa suos effectus libere producit ad extra. Patet ex 
conclusionibus superius positis. 

Sed contra istas conclusiones principales arguo... 


« Contra conclusionem 8» 


[8.2.1] [F 172vb] Contra 8%" conclusionem arguo sic secundum quod 
communiter arguitur: si esset aliquod presens quod non posset esse ter- 
minus a quo respectu non-esse, illud presens esset necesse esse, ergo 
formaliter arguendo, si aliquod fuisse esset quod non posset esse ter- 
minus a quo respectu non-fuisse, illud esset necessario preteritum vel 
necessario illud fuisset; cum ergo nullum fuisse possit esse terminus a 
quo respectu non-fuisse, sequitur quod quodlibet preteritum necessario 
fuit, quod est contra conclusionem. Et pro prima parte antecedens est 
evidens, quoniam si esset aliquod presens quod non posset esse terminus 
a quo respectu non-esse, ideo illud presens esset et non posset non esse, 
quia non posset mutari de esse in non-esse, vel ipsum non posset desi- 
nere esse. Assumptum autem pro secunda parte sic arguo: Adam fuisse 
— et sic arguo de quolibet alio preterito — non est aliquid, nec Adam 
non fuisse est aliquid, ergo Adam fuisse non potest esse terminus a quo 
respectu Adam non fuisse, aliter in eadem mutatione uterque terminus 
esset nichil, quod est inpossibile et non intelligibile. 

[8.2.1.1] Confirmo rationem sic: si Deus faceret Adam non fuisse ex 
Adam fuisse, vel faceret esse ex aliquo vel ex nichilo. Non ex aliquo, 
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quoniam Adam fuisse nichil est. Patet hoc, quoniam si Deus destrueret 
omnia alia a se, adhuc fuisset Adam, ergo Adam fuisse nichil est, quia 
tunc non fuisset Adam destructis hiis omnibus que fuissent. Si ex ni- 
chilo, ergo non magis fecisset Adam non fuisse, quoniam non est aliquid 
istorum, et sic non magis habet aliquod illorum esse respectu termini a 
quo quam reliquum, maxime cum hic non sit aliquis terminus positivus. 

[8.2.2] 2? sic arguo: si non quodlibet preteritum necessario est prete- 
ritum, nec est preteritum ad intellectum datum ad conclusionem, tunc 
maxime preteritum quod quandoque fuit futurum contingens est con- 
tingenter preteritum. Intelligo sic: quandoque contingens fuit ‘Adam 
erit’, et ideo dico quod modo hec est contingens: ‘Adam fuit’, secundum 
istam conclusionem. Sed probo hoc esse falsum sic: Deus potest facere 
quod Adam non fuit. Ponatur ergo quod faciat quod Adam non fuit. 
Tunc arguo sic: vel ergo Adam fuit vel Adam non fuit. Si fuit, ergo 
non fecit quod non fuit. Si nunquam Adam fuit, ergo Deus nunquam 
fecit quod Adam non fuit. Patet consequentia, quoniam non potest esse 
factio respectu nichili, saltem nisi precedat terminus positivus. |F 173ra] 

[8.2.2.1] Confirmo rationem sic: Deus facit Adam non fuisse, ex posito. 
Vel ergo facit Adam non fuisse ex Adam fuisse vel non. Si ex Adam fuisse, 
ergo non ex aliquo, et sic nichil facit ex nichilo, quod nullus capiet. 

[8.2.3] 3? sic arguo: data ista conclusione, sequitur quod omnia instan- 
tia possunt esse inmediata in tempore. Consequens tamen est falsum. 
Et consequentiam probo sic: capio instans initiativum hesterne diei et 
instans presens. Tunc inter hec duo instantia fuit tempus medium. Ex 
quo Deus potest facere illud tempus medium non fuisse, ut patet ex 
conclusione, ponatur quod Deus corrumpat vel faciat istud tempus non 
fuisse, et sic sequitur quod ista duo instantia fuerunt inter que non fuit 
tempus medium. Ex quo sequitur illa instantia esse inmediata. 

[8.2.4] 4? sic: data ista conclusione, sequitur quod aliquis esset in 
peccato, quod quidem peccatum nec esset actuale nec originale. Con- 
sequens tamen non videtur concedendum. Et consequentiam probo sic: 
ponatur quod Sortes sit homo productus per communem propagationem 
ab Adam. Nunc primo notandum est quod sic est in peccato origina- 
li, secundum legem nostram et secundum veritatem. Et ex conclusione 
Deus potest facere quod nullus homo precessit eum. Ponatur igitur sic, 
et sequitur quod iste est in peccato, quoniam totum est hic inpertinens 
ad istum esse in peccato, etsi nullus homo precessisset eum, sicut fuit 
Adam. Sed quod non in actuali patet, quando est puer nunc primo pro- 


34 nunquam?] non a.c. s.l. F 48 duo coni.] dico F 49 nec?] veniale add. sed 
exp. F 55 inpertinens coni.] inpertiens F 56 etsi coni.] et si? F 57 quando 
coni.] quomodo F 


Guglielmo Centueri of Cremona's Bologna Principium 


ductus qui non habet posse pro tempore tali peccare actualiter. Nec 
originaliter, quoniam illud non communicatur nisi per rationem prece- 
dentis; sed nullus precessit, ut positum est in casu, quoniam Deus fecit 
quod nullus precessit; ergo Sortes non est in peccato originali. 

[8.2.5] 5? sic: data ista conclusione, sequitur quod esset possibile quod 
aliquis homo esset qui nec esset creatus nec generatus nec aliter produc- 
tus, nec habuisset patrem nec matrem, et sic de consimilibus. Conse- 
quens tamen videtur satis falsum, quoniam a quo igitur iste homo esset? 
Y mo esset necesse esse, quia a nullo esset, igitur a se, et per consequens 
necesse esse, ut patet intuenti. Et consequentiam probo sic, quoniam 
pono ut prius quod Sortes nunc sit productus. Tunc sic: Deus potest 
destruere omne preteritum quod quandoque fuit futurum contingens. 
'Tunc potest facere quod nullus homo precessit eum. Et tunc sequitur 
quod iste non fuit creatus. Patet, quoniam non sequitur ‘Iste homo non 
habuit aliquem hominem predecessorem, ergo iste homo fuit creatus’, 
ita quod ad Sortem creari inpertinens est quod aliquis ipsum precesserit 
vel non precesserit, sicud patet de Adam. Nec fuit genitus, quod patet, 
quia non ab aliquo patre vel matre, cum nullus eorum precesserit. Nec 
ab aliquo alio, constat, quoniam non ab igne nec ab aere, et sic de aliis. 
Igitur evidenter apparet quod esset possibile aliquem fuisse hominem qui 
nec fuisset creatus nec genitus nec habuisset patrem nec matrem, quod 
erat intentum. 

[8.2.6] 6° sic: data ista conclusione, sequitur quod est possibile quod 
aliquid quod modo non est nec unquam fuit unquam potest esse sine 
aliqua mutatione de non-esse ad esse in hoc instanti. Hoc tamen vide- 
tur manifestam includere contradictionem, quoniam si nunquam fuit [F 
173rb] et modo habet esse, notum est quod producitur de non-esse ad 
esse in hoc instanti. Sed consequentiam probo. Facio argumentum de 
Antichristo sic: Deus potest facere quod Antichristus fuerit per mag- 
num tempus ante hoc instans continue, et continue per illud tempus 
fuerit usque ad hoc instans. Et sit in hoc instanti, et Antichristus modo 
non est in hoc instanti, ymo oppositum sequitur ex quo continue fuisset 
per magnum tempus ante hoc instans usque ad hoc instans. Ergo data 
conclusione, de eo quod modo non est, possibile est quod modo sit sine 
aliqua mutatione a parte sui de non-esse ad esse in hoc instanti, quod est 
intentum. Assumptum patet, quoniam sicud ponitur quod Deus potest 
facere quod Adam nunquam fuerit et tamen ipse fuerit, eodem modo 
videtur ponendum quod ipse potest facere quod Antichristus fuit, dato 
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quod Antichristus non adhuc fuerit — vel proponatur, si facis difficul- 
tatem in verbis. Preterea, ille rationes que probant istam conclusionem 
probabunt et hanc. 

[8.2.7] 7° sic: data conclusione, sequitur quod hoc est possibile, quod 
hoc absolutum erit continue per totum tempus hodiernum et in quolibet 
instanti eiusdem, et tamen in quolibet instanti sic erit quod illud absolu- 
tum incipit esse. Consequens tamen videtur contradictionem includere, 
quoniam si est in quolibet instanti illius temporis, iam non incipiet esse 
in medio, vel non in medio instanti hoc incipiet esse, cum fuerit prius in 
instanti primo. Et consequentiam sic probo: ponatur quod Deus velit 
per totum illud tempus datum quod hoc absolutum est et quod nunquam 
antea fuit, ex quo est possibile de quolibet tali preterito quod nunquam 
fuit preteritum. Et sequitur quod in quolibet instanti illius temporis 
illud erit, et tamen in quolibet incipiet esse. Quod in quolibet instanti 
est patet, quia ex casu in quolibet instanti volet Deus quod ipsum est, 
ergo etc. Et quod in quolibet instanti incipiet esse probo sic: Deus in 
quolibet instanti volet quod ipsum est et quod nunquam ante fuit, ergo 
in quolibet instanti hoc erit sic quod hoc est et nunquam ante fuit. Ex 
quo sequitur quod in quolibet instanti erit sic quod hoc incipiet esse. Ex 
quo videtur sequi hec conclusio, quod est possibile quod aliqua propo- 
sitio per totum aliquod tempus et per quodlibet instans illius temporis 
est vera, nec tamen in aliquo instanti priori erit sic quod ista propositio 
fuit vera, quod tamen non videtur verum. Sed hec propositio vel conclu- 
sio patet, posito casu iam precedente, et capta ista propositione hoc est 
verum. Notum est quod in casu posito in quolibet instanti erit sic quod 
ipsa erit vera, et tamen in nullo instanti erit sic quod ipsa fuit vera, ut 
evidenter patet casum intuenti. 

[8.2.8] 8"? sic: data conclusione, sequitur quod quilibet haberet dubi- 
tare numquid ipse fuit per aliquod tempus, et numquid ipse fuit bap- 
tizatus, et numquid iste homo genuerit eum, scilicet demonstrato patre 
suo. Ista tamen videntur esse ridicula. Et consequentia patet, quoniam 
Deus secundum conclusionem potest facere quod tu nunquam fueris ante 
illud instans, nec ipse fuerit ante hoc instans, et quod tu nunquam fuisti 
baptizatus, nec tibi constat quod non fecerit, ergo tu habes dubitare 
numquid tu fuisti per unum annum, vel quod [F 173va] iste fuit pater 
tuus, et sic de aliis. 

[8.2.8.1] Confirmo rationem sic: ex hac conclusione et motivo consimili 
modo facto sequitur quod quilibet habet dubitare numquid Christus fuit 
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passus, et numquid fuit incarnatus, et numquid sacramenta ecclesiastica 
sint tenenda, et numquid Frater Minor debeat servare votum suum, que 
omnia videntur sapere heresim, ergo ista conclusio non videtur admit- 
tenda. Consequentiam sic probo: Deus potest velle se nunquam fuisse 
incarnatum vel passum, et non debere servare votum meum, et sic de 
aliis ibidem positis. Nec constat quod oppositum non velit vel non or- 
dinavit. Ergo quilibet habet dubitare numquid habeat ista credere vel 
servare. 

[8.2.8.2] Si dicatur quod Ecclesia sic precipit et ideo debeo ipsa servare, 
contra: stat quod Deus revocaverit istam auctoritatem, nec constat tibi 
de opposito, ergo etc. 

[8.2.9] 9°, si potest Deus facere Adam non fuisse, ponatur quod Adam 
non fuerit, sicud notum est quod fuit. Tunc potest Deus facere quod non 
fuerit. Faciat ergo Deus quod Adam non fuit, et sequitur quod Adam 
non fuit, ex posito, et etiam quod Adam fuit, quoniam facit Deus Adam 
non fuisse, quod manifestam contradictionem inplicat. 

[8.2.10] 10° arguo per auctoritates Augustini, Contra Faustum, sic: 
“Quid tu dicis, ‘Deus est omnipotens, faciat ergo que facta sunt non esse 
facta," dicit Augustinus “hoc dicere: ‘faciat Deus que sunt vera non esse 
vera," ita quod apparet quod intentio beati Augustini est quod, sicud 
Deus non potest facere contradictoria simul vera, ita non potest facere 
preteritum non fuisse preteritum, ut patet ex dicto suo. 

[8.2.10.1] Item, beatus Jeronimus ad beatam Eustochium virginem: 
“Etsi Deus posset omnia etc., non potest tamen reparare virginem post 
ruinam. Notum est quod non intendit dicere beatus Jeronimus quod 
non possit ipsam claudere, quoniam hoc esset error, sed quod non potest 
facere quin fuerit corrupta. Beatus Anshelmus idem videtur sentire. Et 
auctoritates multe videntur hoc sonare. Maxime intelligitur auctoritas 
Aristotelis 6° Ethycorum commendantis sententiam Agatonis dicentis: 
“Hoc solo privatur Deus, ingenita facere que facta sunt? Ubi apparet 
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quod intelligit quod non potest facere quod ista non fuerunt genita que 
de facto fuerunt genita. 


« Contra conclusionem 9> 


[9.2.1] Contra conclusionem 9??' sic arguo: ‘Sortes erit ita magnus sicud 
est Plato' est propositio simplex de futuro et potest incipere esse vera; 
et hec ‘Sortes incepit esse ita magnus sicud est Plato’ est una propositio 
de preterito et affirmativa de preterito et potest incipere esse falsa; ergo 
sequitur quod aliqua propositio affirmativa simplex de futuro potest in- 
cipere esse vera et aliqua de preterito potest incipere esse falsa, quod est 
contra conclusionem cum suis correlariis. Argumentum videtur bonum. 
Et assumptum est evidens pro prima parte, quoniam non equivalet pri- 
ma nisi principaliter propositioni de futuro, nec secunda nisi propositioni 
de preterito. 

[9.2.1.1] Secundam partem assumpti probo, saltem de possibili, et sic 
habeo contra conclusionem et contra correlaria, [F 173vb| pro prima 
parte sic: ponatur quod Sortes sit bipedalis quantitatis et debeat cre- 
scere usque ad quadrupedalem quantitatem et non plus, et quod Plato 
sit octipedalis quantitatis et debeat decrescere usque ad quadrupedalem 
quantitatem, et hoc ad primam medietatem temporis quo Sortes aug- 
mentabitur ad quadrupedalem quantitatem, ita quod in instanti medio 
illius temporis sit Plato quadrupedalis quantitatis et non maioris. Isto 
casu posito, patet prima pars illius assumpti, nam notum est quod Sor- 
tes nunquam erit ita magnus sicud est Plato modo — sive vultis adesse 
modo sive non, non minus tenebit — et aliquando erit quod Sortes erit 
tantus quantus est modo Plato. Sed non incepit, ergo incipiet. Suppono 
enim, ut patet in casu, quod non modo incipit. Patet totum argumen- 
tum. Et assumptum arguo pro prima parte sic: Sortes nunquam erit 
octipedalis quantitatis et nunc est Plato octipedalis quantitatis, ergo 
Sortes nunquam erit ita magnus sicud est Plato. Aliam partem probo 
sic: in medio instanti erit quod Sortes erit tantus quantus est Plato, ergo 
aliquando erit etc. Probo assumptum sic: in medio instanti hore Plato 
erit quadrupedalis quantitatis et non maioris, et tante quantitatis erit 
Sortes, ergo in isto instanti erit quod Sortes erit tantus sicud est Plato. 
Consequentia evidenter probari potest per formam communem, scilicet 
accipiendo tempus precedens quo non est sic et tempus sequens quo erit 
sic, et accipiendo instans medium. 
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[9.2.1.2] Confirmo rationem sic: nunquam ante medium instans aug- 
menti Sortis erit sic quod Sortes erit tantus quantus erit Plato; et in 
medio instanti illius augmentationis erit quod Sortes erit tantus quantus 
est Plato; ergo in medio instanti illius hore incipiet esse quod Sortes erit 
tantus quantus est Plato. 

[9.2.1.3] Pro secunda parte probo assumptum sic: ponatur quod Plato 
fuit per totam diem hesternam octipedalis quantitatis, et hodie decre- 
verit usque ad quadrupedalem quantitatem. Et simus modo in primo 
instanti quo ipse erit quadrupedalis quantitatis, cum fuerit Sortes qua- 
drupedalis quantitatis et non maioris, et sic sit modo. Notum tunc est 
ex argumentis ad primam partem quod nunquam ante hoc instans fuit 
quod Sortes est tantus quantus est Plato, et sic fuisset ante hoc instans 
vera, si fuisset formata: ‘Sortes non fuit tantus quantus est Plato’. Et 
semper post hoc instans erit quod Sortes fuit tantus quantus est Pla- 
to. Suppono quod nullum aliud crementum vel decrementum sit a parte 
alicuius illorum. Ergo in hoc instanti incipit hec esse falsa: ‘Sortes non 
fuit tantus quantus est Plato. Et tamen ipsa «est» de preterito, igitur 
etc. In negativis enim videtur esse difficultas, quoniam in affirmativis 
non apparet esse difficultas, nam modo hec est falsa: ‘Antichristus fuit’, 
et tamen cum ipse erit, ipsa incipiet esse vera. Sed non potest sic esse 
de ista: ‘Antichristus non fuit’. 

[9.2.2] 2? sic: ista propositio ‘Omnis currens erit Sortes’ est una pro- 
positio de futuro et potest incipere esse vera, et hec ‘Omnis currens fuit 
Sortes' est una propositio de preterito et potest desinere esse vera et 
potest incipere esse falsa, ergo etc. Probo primam partem assumpti: 
ponatur quod multi homines currant et Sortes similiter currat, et con- 
tinuet Sortes motum suum usque ad duas horas, et nichil currat preter 
Sortem post primam horam. Patet |F 174ra] tunc prima pars. Notum 
enim est quod hec est falsa: ‘Omnis currens erit Sortes’, quoniam non 
alii homines qui secum currunt erunt Sortes. Et tamen aliquando erit 
quod omnis currens erit Sortes, quod probo: post primam horam omnis 
currens erit Sortes, ergo aliquando omnis currens erit Sortes. Patet con- 
sequentia. Et assumptum probo, quoniam post primum instans Sortes 
curret et nichil aliud ab eo, igitur tunc erit quod tantum Sortes curret, 
ex qua sequitur quod erit sic quod omne currens erit Sortes. Arguo 
ergo sic: iam non est quod omne currens erit Sortes, et aliquando erit 
quod omne currens erit Sortes, ergo ista propositio incipiet esse vera vel 
incipit. Sed non incipit, ut ponit casus, ergo incipiet, ergo etc. 
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[9.2.2.1] Confirmo, ut prius, istam rationem sic: post ultimum instans 
prime hore usque ad finem secunde erit quod omnis currens erit Sortes; 
et iam non est quod omnis currens est Sortes; ergo in instanti ultimo 
prime hore incipit ista propositio esse vera: ‘Omnis currens est Sortes’, 
vel incipiet esse quod omnis currens erit Sortes, sicut prius arguendo de 
ista de preterito. Ponatur enim quod Sortes currat per unam horam diei 
et continuet motum suum per duas horas, et in secunda currant multi 
alii secum. Et sequitur quod ista propositio ‘Sortes non fuit «omnis» 
currens’ vel ista ‘Non omnis currens fuit Sortes! incipit esse falsa. Proba- 
tur, nam ante primam horam fuit quod omnis currens fuit Sortes; et post 
primam horam non fuit quod omnis currens fuit Sortes; ergo in medio 
instanti ipsa incipit esse falsa. Patet consequentia. Et assumptum sic 
arguo pro prima parte, quoniam pro secunda probatur sicud superius est 
argutum. Arguo sic: ante principium secunde hore per totam primam 
horam fuit sic quod omnis currens est Sortes, ergo per totam primam 
horam ante secundam omnis currens fuit Sortes. Patet consequentia: 
quantum ad veritatem de preterito non plus requiritur nisi quod sibi 
correspondeat una de inesse de presenti, et illud ipsa requirit; sed hec 
ponitur in antecedente; ergo consequentia bona. Probo assumptum sic: 
in quolibet instanti illius hore fuit quod Sortes currit et nichil aliud a 
Sorte currit, ergo in quolibet instanti illius hore fuit quod omne currens 
est Sortes. 

[9.2.2.2] Et eodem modo posset probari ista: ‘Sortes erit omnis homo 
qui est hic intus’, et de ista eodem modo: ‘Omnis homo qui est hic 
intus est Sortes', supposito quod nunc sint hic intus multi homines et 
Sortes similiter, sed post certum tempus nullus erit hic intus nisi Sortes 
vel preter Sortem. Patet: quelibet istarum incipiet aliquando esse vera. 
Eodem modo de preterito, videlicet ‘Sortes fuit omnis homo qui est hic 
intus’ et ‘Omnis qui est hic intus fuit Sortes. Patet quod quandoque 
ista desinet esse vera et incipiet esse falsa, notatis que posita sunt ac 
debite applicatis. 

[9.2.3] 3? sic arguo, et de futuro sic quod significet a aliquid quod non 
erit sed potest esse vel aliquid quod non est futurum sed potest esse 
futurum, et facio argumentum sic: a potest esse futurum; sed "possibili 
posito in esse, nullum sequitur inpossibile"; ergo posito a esse futurum, 
solum possibile ponitur in esse, ex concesso. Igitur ex a esse futurum 
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nullum sequitur inpossibile; sed ex a esse futurum sequitur a incipere 
esse futurum, cum ante nunquam fuit futurum, ut positum est; ergo 
ex hoc [|F 174rb] quod aliquid incipit esse futurum, sequitur aliquod 
possibile propter regulam communiter allegatam: quidquid sequitur ad 
consequens in bona consequentia sequitur ad antecedens. Ergo ex quo 
nullum inpossibile sequitur ad antecedens, sequitur quod non ex ista ‘a 
incipit esse futurum' sequitur aliquod inpossibile, quod evidenter est con- 
tra conclusionem acceptam. Patet ergo consequentia. Et assumptum, 
quoniam a non est futurum nec fuit futurum, et iam ponitur ipsum esse 
futurum, ergo ipsum incipit esse futurum. Eodem modo de Adam fuisse 
sequitur ut hic modo de futuro tactum est. 

[9.2.4] 4? sic: hoc est bonum argumentum: Sortes non est et Sortes 
potest esse, ergo Sortes potest incipere esse. Ergo et eodem modo sequi- 
tur: a non est futurum et a potest esse futurum, ergo a potest incipere 
esse futurum, vel potest esse quod a incipit esse futurum. Idem est mo- 
dus arguendi, et idem motivum est a parte utriusque, ergo sicud unum 
est bonum argumentum, ita et reliquum. 

[9.2.4.1] Confirmo rationem sic: a nunc est futurum, et non inmediate 
ante hoc instans fuit quod a est futurum, ergo a incipit esse futurum. 
Argumentum est bonum, quoniam arguitur ab exponentibus ad exposi- 
tam. Tunc sic: hec consequentia est bona, et antecedens est possibile, 
ergo et consequens, nam aliter staret in consequentia bona antecedens 
esse verum et consequens falsum, quod nullus loycus admittit vel admit- 
teret, quia consequentia una vice bona semper est bona. Sed assumptum 
sic probo: a nunc de facto non est futurum, et tamen conceditur quod 
potest esse futurum, ergo totum antecedens est possibile. Non plus re- 
quiritur ad veritatem istius nisi quod quelibet pars illius sit possibilis. 
Sed per probatum et concessum una pars est vera et alia pars possibilis; 
ergo totum antecedens est possibile, quod est principale intentum. 

[9.2.5] 5° sic arguo: potest esse quod a sit futurum postquam non 
fuit futurum, ergo potest esse quod a incipiat esse futurum. Patet conse- 
quentia per hoc quoniam si ponatur in esse, sequitur quod a est futurum 
postquam non fuit futurum. Et sequitur quod est accipiendum aliquod 
instans in quo primo sit futurum postquam non fuit futurum. Aliter, si 
nullum esset, tunc semper fuisset futurum ex quo nullum esset instans in 
quo esset futurum quin ante illud fuisset futurum. Si autem sit aliquod 
instans quo primo hoc est futurum postquam ipsum non fuit futurum, 
sequitur tunc quod a in illo instanti est futurum nec unquam ante illud 
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instans fuit futurum. Ex quo sequitur quod tunc illud incipit esse futu- 
rum, quod est intentum. Patet illud argumentum ab exponentibus ad 
expositam, ut superius est declaratum. Et primum assumptum probo 
sic, quoniam nunc a potest esse futurum, et nunquam ante hoc instans 
fuit a futurum, ergo a potest esse futurum postquam non fuit futurum. 
Patet consequentia, cum modo sit postquam a non fuit futurum. Et sic 
argui potest consequenter de preterito, et sit finis etc. 
Nunc ergo restat ad argumenta respondere... 


« Ad argumenta contra conclusionem 8» 


[8.3.1—8.2.1] [F 177va] Ad argumenta contra SI conclusionem. Ad 
primum respondeo. Et pro hoc argumento est notandum quod non pono 
respectu preteriti factionem proprie, puta ut alicuius termini, quoniam 
notum est quod preteritum, puta Adam fuisse, non est aliquid, nec etiam 
Adam non fuisse est aliquid. Et ideo non propter hoc quod preteritum 
potest Deus facere non fuisse nolo dicere quod sic Deus potest aliquid 
facere, puta ex hoc, sed intelligo quod potest velle Adam non fuisse, ad 
quod velle non sequitur aliquid poni in esse. Et ideo dico quod Deus 
volendo Adam non fuisse non facit ex hoc aliquid, sed solum aliqualiter 
facit, ita quod preteritum velle non fuisse preteritum velle non est aliquid 
facere, sed aliqualiter. 

[8.3.1.1] Unde est advertendum quod arguentes et huic argumento in- 
nitentes habent ponere conclusionem hereticam ubi velint consequenter 
loqui, puta quod nec futurum potest Deus facere non fore, puta Anti- 
christum non potest Deus facere non fore. 

[8.3.1.2] Preterea, statim ipsi arguunt: “si esset aliquod presens quod 
non posset esse terminus a quo respectu non-esse, illud esset necesse 
esse," ergo si sit aliquod futurum quod non possit esse terminus a quo 
respectu non-esse sui futuri, sequitur quod illud esset necessario futu- 
rum. Cum igitur futurum non possit esse terminus respectu non-esse 
futuri, ergo quodlibet futurum necessario erit futurum. Assumptum pa- 
tet, sicud et de preterito. Notum est enim quod Antichristum fore nichil 
est nec etiam Antichristum non fore, et ideo non magis potest esse ‘An- 
tichristum fore’ terminus respectu sui non-fore quam ‘Adam non fuisse’ 
respectu sui non-fuisse. Propter hoc includit contradictionem evidenter 
sicud et de alio preterito, ut verbi gratia, ne sit in nobis alteratio, Deus 
non potest facere Antichristum non esse futurum [F 177vb] de ipso fu- 
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turo nisi postquam ipsum fecerit esse semper sic. Ponatur ex opposito 
opinante quod Deus hoc faciat. Contra: Deus fecit Antichristum non 
esse futurum de Antichristo futuro, ergo Antichristus fuit futurus. Ex 
quo sequitur quod, ex quo Antichristus non est nec fuit, quod Anti- 
christus erit, et ex alia parte Deus fecit ipsum non esse futurum, ergo 
Antichristus non erit, et sic ex ista sequitur contradictio. Oportet ergo 
quod est contradictio, quantum ad propositum spectat, de futuro sicud 
et de preterito, ubi de aliquo sic dicitur. Ergo ad argumentum concedo 
antecedens et nego consequentiam, quoniam si esset aliquod et id esset 
et non posset non esse, et sic esset necesse esse. Sed de preterito sic non 
est, quoniam nichil est, nec de faciendo illud esse vel illud non esse fit 
aliquid ex hoc, sed solum aliqualiter, ut supra tetigi. Etiam Deus facit 
Antichristum non fuisse, nec tamen sic faciendo facit aliquid, sed solum 
aliqualiter, quoniam sic facere non est aliud vel aliter facere quam sic 
velle esse, et hoc indifferenter esse potest de esse et de non-esse. 
[8.3.1.3-8.2.1.1] Ad confirmationem dico concedendo antecedens quod, 
“si Deus facit Adam non fuisse ex Adam fuisse, faceret ipsum ex aliquo 
vel ex nichilo? Sed dico quod Deus, etsi posset Adam facere non fuisse, 
non tamen potest facere ipsum ex Adam fuisse, ut tetigi, quoniam, ut 
patet ex conclusione accepta pro conclusione, potest aliquod preteritum 
incipere esse falsum, puta propositio negativa de preterito etc. Unde 
ista includit evidenter contradictionem: ‘Deus facit Adam non fuisse ex 
Adam fuisse. Et hoc est quod inpedit ibi negationem, quoniam solum 
ymaginatur quod, si Deus potest facere Adam non fuisse, quod potest 
ipsum facere non fuisse ex Adam fuisse. Sed hoc includit contradictio- 
nem, sicud est declaratum de preterito. Deus enim potest facere a fore, 
quod tamen nunquam erit, vel a esse futurum, quod tamen non est fu- 
turum. Nec tamen potest ipsum facere esse futurum de non-futuro, ut 
superius est probatum. Et hoc non est ratione inpotentie, sed solum ra- 
tione repugnantie propositionum. Eo enim quod illud non fuit futurum 
illud non erit, et eo quod Deus facit ipsum esse futurum illud erit. Re- 
pugnantia ergo est quod ipse facit ipsum futurum de non-esse futurum, 
quoniam ex hoc sequitur ipsum fore, cum ipsum faciat esse futurum, 
et sequitur ipsum non esse futurum, cum non fuit futurum, ut patet 
per declarationem in correlariis 9? conclusionis. Et hoc sequitur ex hoc 
quod facit ipsum esse futurum de non-esse futurum quod precedit, ita 
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quod assumptum illud evidenter negandum est, si accipiatur, videlicet 
quod Deus possit facere ipsum non esse preteritum de esse preterito, vel 
potest facere Adam non fuisse ex Adam fuisse, quod idem est. 

[8.3.1.4] Et si dicatur, ‘faciat Deus Adam non fuisse', sed tunc dicitur, 
‘Deus fecit Adam non fuisse, vel ergo ex Adam fuisse vel ex Adam non 
fuisse vel alio', ad hoc dico quod nec fecit ipsum ex Adam fuisse nec ex 
alio, sed non ex aliquo fecit ipsum non fuisse, et sic faciendo non fecit 
aliquid, sed solum aliqualiter, ut frequenter dixi. |F 178ra] 

[8.3.1.5] Sed forte contra hoc dicitur sic: ‘Adam fuit et Deus fecit 
Adam non fuisse, ergo Deus fecit Adam non fuisse de Adam fuisse’ 
Concedo consequentiam et nego antecedens. Iste due partes adinvicem 
repugnant, ut superius declaravi: ‘Adam fuit’ et ‘Deus fecit Adam non 
fuisse. Et ideo sic est respondendum, quoniam admissa hac propositio- 
ne: ‘Deus fecit Adam non fuisse’, si proponatur ‘Adam fuit’, neganda 
est, quoniam repugnat posite et concesse. Et si dicatur, puta, ‘proposi- 
tio ista est possibilis, concedenda est, quoniam inpertinens et vera. Si 
dicatur, ‘ponatur in esse’, tunc sic est respondendum: vel cum hoc stan- 
te primo posito vel cessante primo posito. Si stante primo posito, nego 
casum, non quia casus sit inpossibilis, sed quia iste propositiones non 
stant simul nec stare possunt in veritate: ‘Deus facit quod Adam non 
fuit’ et ‘Adam fuit. Licet quelibet sit possibilis, non tamen sunt adin- 
vicem compossibiles, ut patet de istis: ‘rex sedet? et ‘nullus rex sedet’, 
quarum quelibet est possibilis, nec tamen sunt adinvicem compossibi- 
les. Si autem cessante primo posito, admitto, et tunc si proponatur 
‘Deus facit Adam non fuisse’ vel ‘Adam non fuit’, neganda est. Et si 
dicatur quod ista est posita et admissa, concedo, sed terminus obligatio- 
nis cessavit, et ideo non tenetur amplius affirmative respondere. Et sic 
apparet quomodo potest ad consimiles obiectiones respondere loycales. 
Et eodem modo respondendum est ad istas de futuro, que, ut apparet, 
currunt eodem pede. 

[8.3.2—8.2.2-8.2.2.1] Ad secundum, cum ponitur, “Deus facit Adam 
non fuisse," admitto. Sed tunc cum arguitur, *vel ergo Deus facit eum 
ex aliquo vel ex nichilo," dico quod Deus facit eum non fuisse ex nichi- 
lo, sicud dicerem de futuro, puta si faceret quod Antichristus non erit. 
"Tunc sic: vel ergo Adam fuit vel non” Dico quod non, nam sic se- 
quitur, ut supra declaratum est. Et tunc quando infertur, “igitur Deus 
non fecit quod Adam non fuit," nego argumentum, ymo sequitur in hiis 
contingentibus oppositum, sicut apparet de Antichristo: ponatur quod 
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Deus faciat Antichristum non fore; vel igitur Antichristus erit vel non; 
si sic, ergo Deus non fecit Antichristum non fore, quoniam respectu eius 
non est factio. Patet quod argumentum non valet, nec assumptum est 
verum super quo fundatur argumentum. In istis enim contingentibus 
non habetur unde non erunt nisi quia divina voluntas determinet ea ad 
non-esse, tamen non ex sic determinando facit aliquid, sed aliqualiter. 

[8.3.2.1 8.2.2.1] Ad confirmationem, dico quod non faceret ipsum ex 
aliquo, nec magis ex Adam non-fuisse quam ex Adam fuisse, nec econtra, 
nam dico quod sic faciendo nichil facit, sed solum aliqualiter. Et ideo 
non oportet quod faciat illud ex aliquo vel non ex hoc, sicud eternaliter 
nolendo Sortem salvari vel Platonem produci debere in hoc nunc presenti 
non fecit aliquid, sed solum fecit aliqualiter, puta volendo, quod tam 
phylosophice quam theologice verum est. 

[8.3.3 8.2.3] Ad 3™ dico quod puncta possunt esse adinvicem inme- 
diata sicud linee et superficies. Si enim unum lignum contiguaretur alteri 
ligno, tunc puncta unius ligni essent inmediata punctis alterius ligni, et 
superficies superficiei. Sed certum est quod propter hoc non facerent 
unum continuum. Et ideo bene inconveniens est [F 178rb] quod in eo- 
dem continuo sint puncta inmediata, in diversis autem non. 

[8.3.3.1] Sed forte diceret aliquis quod non est possibile quod lignum 
contigueret ligno vel aliquod corpus alteri corpori, sed oportet quod 
intercipiatur inter illa aer vel aqua, ut ponitur: si se tangunt vel tangere 
debent in aere, intercipiatur aer; si in aqua, intercipiatur aqua. 

[8.3.3.2] Sed illud, quamquam sit bene dictum commune, nichilominus 
est frequenter falsum. Nec propter hoc solvit argumentum, quoniam fiat 
argumentum de ligno et aere et arguatur eodem modo et patet ut prius 
arguendo, puta de superficiebus, lineis, vel punctis ligni et aeris et aque 
vel alterius corporis, si aliquid intercipiatur, quoniam in illis non est 
processus in infinitum. Est etiam falsum, quoniam lapis, si descenderet 
super lapidem et aer interciperetur, tunc lapis cadens super lapidem 
naturaliter ibidem quiesceret, quoniam ex quo non habet obstaculum 
nisi aerem descenderet, vel sequitur quod grave naturaliter quiesceret in 
aere, quod natura non permittit. 

[8.3.3.3] Dico ergo pro argumento quod eodem modo videtur posse 
argui de futuro, ut sic arguatur: Deus potest facere quod nullum tem- 
pus sit medium inter hoc instans et instans crastine diei. Ponatur tunc 
quod faciat quod nullum erit tempus inter hoc instans et illud, et sequi- 
tur quod ista instantia erunt inmediata, quod concedendum est, sicud 
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declaravi quod possibile est duo indivisibilia esse inmediata in diversis 
continuis, non autem in uno et eodem continuo. Nunc autem dico quod 
non essent idem continuum, sed diversa, ut patet per rationem continui, 
que est quod ista sunt continua quorum ultima sunt unum. Non autem 
sic est in proposito, sed sunt eorum ultima non unum, sed diversa atque 
distincta. Et ideo nec erunt hec tempora unum tempus, sed distincta. 
Igitur eodem modo dico quod si Deus faceret quod totum tempus quod 
sic assumitur non efficeret unum, dico quod illa instantia pro quibus 
fit argumentum tunc simul fuissent inmediata, sed non in eodem con- 
tinuo, ymo essent distincta continua, ut evidenter apparet esse evidens 
per superius dicta. Et ideo argumentum quod fit de virtute sermonis 
est negandum, quamvis sit concedendum quod possibile sit quod duo 
instantia sint inmediata, sed non in eodem continuo, ut dictum est. 
[8.3.4 8.2.4--8.2.9] Ad 4™ et nonum simul respondeo, quia tangunt 
eandem difficultatem. Pro quibus est notandum quod in arte obligatoria 
respondens, postquam admisit positum et bene concessit ipsum, debet 
respondere ad quodlibet sequens ipsum concedendo, et ad quodlibet sibi 
repugnans vel alicui sequenti ex ipso negando. Et quodlibet illorum 
vocatur ‘pertinens’, sed primum vocatur ‘pertinens sequens’, secundum 
vocatur ‘pertinens repugnans. Ad illud autem quod nec sequitur nec 
repugnat, quod dicitur ‘inpertinens’, respondere debet secundum sui 
qualitatem ubi sciat ipsum esse tale, aliter ipsum haberet dubitare. 
[8.3.4.1] Verbi gratia, ponatur ista: ‘Tu es Rome’. Admittenda est, 
quoniam possibilis, nec repugnat positioni vel posito. Deinde propona- 
tur eadem. Concedenda est, quoniam posita et admissa, nec repugnat 
positioni vel posito. Iste enim est modus servandus in obligationibus. 
Tunc proponatur ista: ‘Tu es in scolis’. Notum est quod ista proposi- 
tio ‘Tu es in scolis! non sequitur nec repugnat huic: ‘Tu es Rome’, et 
scis bene quod tu |F 178va] es in scolis. Ipsa vera est et inpertinens, 
quam scis esse veram. Respondere igitur habes ad eam concedendo. 
Si proponatur tibi ista: ‘Tu es in scolis Fratrum Minorum de Bononia’, 
concedenda est, quoniam vera et inpertinens. Stat enim quod Fratres de 
Bononia habeant scolas in Roma. Si proponatur tunc: ‘Iste scole in qui- 
bus es sunt Rome’, concedenda est, quoniam sequitur ex posito et bene 
concesso. Et si dicitur, ‘Illud est falsum, ergo male respondes’, neganda 
est consequentia. Et causa est quoniam, ut superius accepi, non tenetur 
obligatus semper concedere quodlibet verum vel negare quodlibet fal- 
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sum sibi propositum, sed debet concedere sequens, sive sit verum sive 
sit falsum, et negare repugnans, sive sit verum sive sit falsum. Et ideo 
per hoc dico, quando tu dicis, ‘Tu concedis istam, «Scole Fratrum Mino- 
rum de Bononia sunt in Roma», ergo male respondes, cum sit falsum', 
dico quod argumentum non valet. Et causa est quoniam non concedo 
eam tanquam veram, sed tanquam sequentem ex posito et bene conces- 
so. Sequitur enim ‘Tu es Rome et tu es in scolis Fratrum Minorum de 
Bononia, ergo scole Fratrum Minorum de Bononia sunt Rome’. Hoc ar- 
gumentum valet de materia in qua fit, et prima pars assumpti est posita 
et bene concessa, et ideo si proponatur ista: ‘Scole Fratrum Minorum de 
Bononia sunt Bononie’, concedenda esset. Et causa est quoniam possunt 
habere plures scolas quarum alique sunt Bononie et alique sunt Rome. 
Si ponatur quod habeant nisi unam domum pro scolis, illa est neganda. 
Et si dicatur contra, illa est vera et scita a te esse vera, et tu negas ip- 
sam, ergo male respondes, negandum est argumentum. Non enim nego 
illam quia scio illam esse falsam vel quia sit falsa, sed quia ipsa repugnat 
posito et bene concesso. Ista enim repugnant: ‘Tu es Rome’ et ‘Tu es in 
scolis Fratrum Minorum de Bononia et solum est una domus Fratrum 
Minorum de Bononia pro scolis, et tamen scole Fratrum Minorum non 
sunt in Roma’, licet in aliis terminis possent satis bene stare simul ubi 
fiat comparatio duorum ad unum, quorum unum respectu alterius esset 
illimitatum inferendo illimitatum esse in alio, ut sic: “Tu es in Roma et 
tu es in celo, ergo celum est in Roma’. Sed bene econtra potest melius 
inferri. Vide ergo que sequuntur et que repugnant tam posito quam 
concesso vel concessis et que nec sequuntur nec repugnant, et erit tunc 
facile respondere ad propositum. 

[8.3.4.2] In istis duobus argumentis tangitur pro hac materia. Dici- 
tur enim sic: sit rei veritas quod Sortes sit productus per communem 
generationem, ita quod non adhuc sit bapitizatus, et adverte, quoniam 
secundum aliquos illa dictio ‘sit’ non obligat nec est signum positionis, 
sed solum certificat de veritate et notificat qualiter est a parte rei. Tunc 
dicitur: esset inpossibile quod iste homo, puta Sortes vel aliquis alius, 
esset in peccato, nec cum actuali nec originali. Dico hic negando ar- 
gumentum. Et tunc quando tu ponis quod Deus faciat quod nunquam 
fuit aliquis homo ante Sortem, admittenda est, quoniam possibilis non 
repugnans etc., ut patet «ex» conclusione et consequentia faciente ar- 
gumentum, nec repugnat. Oportet propter hoc |F 178vb] quod superius 


193 esse] veram add. sed exp. F 200 econtra] bene add. sed del. F 206 
adverte] secunda add. sed del. F 207 aliquos] q add. sed del. F non obligat | 
iter. F 213 faciente coni.] face F 


180 


185 


190 


195 


200 


205 


210 


47 


48 


215 


220 


225 


230 


235 


240 


245 


Chris SCHABEL 


dixi, ‘sit Sortes productus per naturalem propagationem’, negare hoc 
positum modo, quoniam superius dixi quod ista dictio ‘sit’ certificat 
solum et non obligat, et ideo propter hoc non esset negandum illud po- 
situm. Sed tunc proponatur ‘Nullus homo fuit ante Sortem’. Contra: 
sequitur ex opposito. Et si tunc proponatur illa: ‘Sortes non est in pec- 
cato’, concedenda est, quoniam non sequitur nec repugnat, ut dictum 
est, et est vera scita a te esse vera, ut patet per certificationem. Non 
enim sequitur ‘Nullus fuit ante istum hominem, ergo iste homo non est 
in peccato. De Adam enim fuit oppositum. Nec repugnat illa secunda, 
ut patet de aliis hominibus. Si proponatur hec: ‘Sortes est in peccato 
originali', neganda est, quoniam repugnans est. Sequitur enim 'Sortes 
est in peccato originali, ergo Sortes est productus per naturalem propa- 
gationem', ex quo sequitur quod aliquis homo fuit ante eum, puta ille a 
quo fuit ipse productus, et hoc est contra positum. Consequentia tenet 
per descriptionem peccati originalis, que est macula contracta in prin- 
cipio nostre originis per commiscionem etc. Si ponatur tunc ‘Sortes est 
in peccato actuali', concedenda est, quoniam sequitur ex posito et bene 
concesso vel ex bene concessis. Sequitur enim ‘Sortes est in peccato, et 
non in peccato originali, ergo est in peccato actuali. Patet consequen- 
tia, quoniam non est inter ista dare medium nec potest esse, ut suppono, 
quoniam aliter nullum inconveniens esset vel adduceretur. Nunc autem 
totum antecedens et notum. Et si proponatur primo loco ista: 'Sortes 
est in peccato', neganda est, quoniam falsa et inpertinens scita a te esse 
falsa. Notum est quod non sequitur *Nullus homo precessit Adam, ergo 
Adam non est in peccato actuali. Nec repugnat, ut evidenter apparet. 
Si tunc proponatur hec: 'Sortes est in peccato’, neganda est tanquam 
repugnans, quoniam sequitur ‘Sortes est in peccato, et non actuali, ergo 
originali’, ut dictum est ibi et argutum. Ex quo sequitur quod alius 
homo precessit eum, quod est oppositum positi. 

[8.3.4.3] Ubi adverte quod aliter in arte obligatoria habes respondere 
ad unam propositionem propositam in primo loco et aliter si proponatur 
in secundo loco. Et si dicatur, prius acceptum: ‘Sit Sortes non adultus, 
ergo non potest peccare actualiter', concedo consequentiam et nego an- 
tecedens. Et «si» dicatur quod apparet quod non sit adultus, cum sit 
modo productus noviter, dico quod hoc est negandum, puta consequen- 
tia. Stat enim quod modo producatur et tamen in etate perfecta, sicud 
fuit Adam. 


232-233 et non in peccato] iter. F 244 respondere] respondemus a.c. F 249 
puta] mg. F 


Guglielmo Centueri of Cremona's Bologna Principium 


[8.3.5—8.2.5] Et eodem modo dicendum est ad 5™, quoniam eodem 
pede currunt ambo. Cum dicitur “quod esset possibile quod esset aliquis 
homo qui nec est Deus nec tamen ipse esset genitus nec productus aliter 
nec creatus," dico quod argumentum non valet. Et ad probationem, 
cum ponitur quod nullus homo precesserit Sortem, admitto casum. Et 
cum proponitur, concedo ipsum. Et tunc quando proponitur 'Sortes 
fuit genitus', concedenda est, quoniam vera et inpertinens. Quod sit 
vera patet. Et quod inpertinens apparet, quoniam Adam fuit genitus, 
nec tamen a patre vel a matre, ita quod cum toto hoc quod Sortes non 
habuit patrem, fuit ipse genitus, vel stant. Sed tunc cum arguitur contra 
*Nec fuit genitus a matre, ergo non fuit genitus', negatur argumentum, 
ut patet de Adam et Eva. Sed si primo loco proponatur 'Sortes fuit 
creatus', neganda est tanquam |F 179ra] falsa et inpertinens. Si tunc 
dicatur ‘Sortes fuit genitus’, concedenda est tanquam sequens, quoniam 
sequitur ‘Sortes est productus, et non per creationem, nec potest fuisse 
productus nisi per creationem vel generationem, ergo fuit genitus’. 

[8.3.5.1] Et nota pro regula talium quod quando positum potest plu- 
ribus modis esse vel modis pluribus verificari, ubi non haberetur modus 
certus, si falsum sit positum, semper ad quamlibet particularem, puta 
hanc vel singularem, respondendum est negando, sicud et ad falsum et 
inpertinens. Sed ad ultimam respondendum est concedendo, sicud ad 
sequens. Ut verbi gratia sit quod nullus homo currat, et ponatur quod 
aliquis homo currat: tunc notum quod admittenda est, quoniam possibi- 
lis, nec repugnat positioni. Et si proponatur, concedenda est. Sed cum 
postea proponitur ‘Iste homo currit’, neganda est. Et sic de omnibus 
usque ad ultimum. Sed cum proponitur ultima singularis, concedenda 
est tanquam sequens, et bene negata, quoniam sequitur ‘Aliquis homo 
currit, et non tamen iste nec iste, et sic de omnibus preterquam de isto, 
igitur iste homo currit. Argumentum est bonum, et pars prima argu- 
menti est posita, et secunda pars in responsione. 

[8.3.5.2] Ergo apparet quod conclusio sit tanquam sequens conceden- 
da. Et sic est uniformiter respondendum ad omnia consimilia. Ut ver- 
bi gratia: ‘Homo produci potest per generationem et per creationem". 
Supponatur ad presens quod non sint plures modi. Tunc ubi ponatur 
aliquod falsum, sicud supra positum, est respondendum sicud ad perti- 
nentia, sicud dictum est, et sic in consimilibus homo faciliter se expedit 
vel expedire potest. Et tantum pro istis argumentis. 

[8.3.6 8.2.6] Ad 6™, dico quod illud argumentum non valet, sed bene 
sequitur quod aliquod, quod non est, possibile est esse in hoc instanti 
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sine sui mutatione, ut argumentum deducit evidenter. Tamen, ut se- 
pe dixi, <non> potest transire de non-esse ad esse in hoc instanti sine 
sui mutatione. Et notanter dico ‘de non-esse ad esse in hoc instanti', 
quoniam de non-esse in hoc instanti ad esse in hoc instanti non videtur 
inconveniens, quoniam transivi ego de non-esse in hoc instanti ad esse 
in hoc instanti sine mei mutatione, saltem non includit contradictionem, 
sed non transivi de non-esse ad esse in hoc instanti sine mei mutatio- 
ne. Sed non potest esse quod transeam de non-esse in hoc instanti sine 
mei mutatione. Sed bene de eo quod non est in hoc instanti potest esse 
quod fit in hoc instanti sine sui mutatione nunc habita, quoniam ar- 
gumentum intelligendo, si debet habere vigorem, et hoc concedo. Unde 
est advertendum quod secundum communem opinionem non videtur illa 
contradictionem aliquam includere, nam notum est quod satis est possi- 
bile quod ego die crastina celebrabo, ymo Domino faciente indignus hoc 
facere propono. Tunc pone quod quilibet qui die crastina celebrabit sit 
a, et fuit per diem hesternam. Notum est tunc quod ego fui a, et tamen 
cum toto hoc potest esse quod nunquam fui a, quia si non celebrabo die 
crastina, non fui a et in potestate mea est non celebrare die crastina, et 
sic potest esse quod non celebrabo die crastina, ergo in potestate mea 
est facere quod nunquam ego fui. Ergo apparet quod ego fui a, ut patet 
ex posito, et tamen potest esse quod nunquam ego fui a. 

[8.3.6.1] Et hoc est quod communiter dicitur, quod preteritum depen- 
dens a futuro libero vel contingenti non est necessarium, sed contingens, 
et dicitur esse preteritum dependere a futuro et contingenti vel libero. 
Quod quidem preteritum respicit futurum quod est in potestate libera 
agentis vel contingentis, sine quo non potest illud preteritum habere ve- 
ritatem vel sic fuisse. Verbi gratia, ponatur quod ego scivi quod tu hodie 
disputabis. Ista est una propositio de preterito, ista videlicet, quod ‘ego 
scivi |F 179rb] quod tu disputabis. Et tamen si non disputas, non est 
ipsa vera, sed si disputabo «tecum», ipsa est vera. Nunc autem sic erit 
quod ego disputabo vel ego disputo, sed in potestate mea est quod non 
disputabo, et ideo in potestate mea est facere quod ego non scivi quod 
ego scivi, quod disputabo vel quod tu disputabis. Et sic dicitur tunc 
quod hec propositio ‘Ego scivi quod tu disputabis’ est verum preteritum 
dependens a futuro. Et sicud illud futurum potest non esse, sic potest 
esse quod illud preteritum nunquam fuit verum, sed potest esse falsum 
postquam fuit verum. Et ideo, ubi fiat argumentum de hoc, recurras 
ad superius tacta. Sic ergo concedo conclusionem iam propositam. Sic 
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etiam conceditur hec conclusio: Sortes protulit iam sunt X anni unam 
propositionem veram, et tamen tu potes facere quod Sortes nunquam 
protulit illam propositionem veram. 

[8.3.6.2] Preterea etiam sic: secundum communem modum ponatur 
quod Sortes protulerit hanc propositionem: ‘Plato disputabit tali die’ 
— sit dies crastina — ita et ponatur quod Plato disputabit. Tunc no- 
tum est quod Sortes protulit propositionem veram. Tunc sic: potest 
esse quod Plato non disputabit cras, ut notum est, et ad ipsum non 
disputare sequitur Sortem non protulisse propositionem veram. Ergo 
cum hoc possit Plato, puta non disputare cras, sequitur quod potest 
esse quod Sortes nunquam protulit illam propositionem veram. Patet 
tota consequentia et assumptum. Similiter, potest esse quod Deus scivit 
aliquam propositionem veram et ipsam scit in hoc instanti, et tamen 
in hoc instanti potest esse quod ipse non scit eam in hoc instanti nec 
unquam scivit eam «vel» creditit eam. 

[8.3.6.3] Preterea sic: Deus in hoc instanti scit quod Antichristus erit, 
et potest esse quod Antichristus non erit. Et ad Antichristum non fo- 
re sequitur Deum nescire nec credere Antichristum fore, quoniam tunc 
crederet falsum et scientia esset respectu falsi, quod loyca non permit- 
tit. Ergo potest esse quod Deus nesciat quod Antichristus erit nec illud 
credit. Et iam scit quod Antichristus erit, ergo Deus scit omnem propo- 
sitionem in hoc instanti et tamen pro instanti eodem potest esse quod 
ipse nesciat eam nec ipsam credit. 

[8.3.6.4] Non tamen dico quod potest esse quod in isto instanti Deus 
scit quod Antichristus erit et quod non sciat illam propositionem 'Anti- 
christus erit’, vel quod est possibile quod Deus non sciat illam proposi- 
tionem ‘Antichristus erit’, et tamen scit illam, quoniam ista propositio 
de sensu composito est includens contradictionem, et arguendo ab una 
ad aliam est fallacia compositionis et divisionis. Arguitur enim a sensu 
composito vero ad sensum divisum falsum, nam hec propositio ‘Possi- 
bile est Antichristum non fore, et tamen Deus scit quod Antichristus 
erit" valet istam: ‘Hec est possibilis: «Antichristus non erit», et tamen 
Deus scit quod Antichristus erit’, que copulativa evidenter contradictio- 
nem includit, quoniam sequitur ‘Deus scit quod Antichristus erit, ergo 
Antichristus erit’, quoniam scientia non est nisi respectu veri, sive fit 
comparatio ex parte Dei sive ex parte creature. 

[8.3.6.5] Caveas ergo tibi de sensu composito et diviso, quoniam illud 
argumentum est de futuro et preterito. Deus enim producet Antichri- 
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stum et tamen potest esse quod nunquam producet ipsum. Sic ergo dico 
pro argumento negando consequentiam, quoniam illud consequens evi- 
denter contradictionem includit: possibile est quod aliquid quod nunc 
non est sit in hoc instanti sine sui mutatione. Sed bene concedo quod 
aliquid nunc non est quod potest esse in hoc instanti sine sui mutatione, 
ut argumentum deducit. Sed postea dicitur: ponatur quod illud quod 
nunc non est capiat esse sine sui mutatione. Dicendum est sic: ego nego 
casum. 

[8.3.6.6] Sed contra: “possibili posito in esse, nullum sequitur inpossi- 
bile," ergo ex quo hoc est possibile, nullum videtur inpossibile sequi. |F 
179va| 

[8.3.6.7] Ad hoc dico concedendo antecedens et negando assumptum. 
Unde dico quod non est possibile quod illud quod modo non est habeat 
esse sine sui mutatione, ymo hoc est inpossibile. Sed dico quod aliquid 
nunc non est quod tamen potest habere esse sine sui mutatione. Que 
propositio est de sensu diviso et est vera. Sed si proponatur aliqua 
talis in esse, debet sic accipi: ponatur quod Antichristus fuit. Tunc 
admittenda est. Et tunc negandum est ipsum non esse in hoc instanti, 
ymo est in hoc instanti et fuit ante hoc instans. Et hocmet patet esse de 
futuro sicud fit de preterito, et tunc non sequitur inconveniens aliquod. 

[8.3.6.8] In istis enim me aliqualiter dilato ubi tangitur loyca, quo- 
niam tam parvi quam magni non mediocriter propter defectum loyce 
decipiuntur. 

[8.3.7 8.2.7] Ad 7™ dico negando ut prius ipsum propter eandem cau- 
sam. Unde si fiet propositio in sensu diviso, concedo consequentiam et 
consequens, sicud ante feci inmediate transacta ratione. Sed hic non 
sic est, nam notum est de hoc instanti initiativo huius temporis quod 
potest esse quod Deus facit illud non fuisse et quod tunc incipiat esse 
et inmediate potest Deus facere quod hoc absolutum nunquam fuit et 
quod tunc incipiat esse, et sic de omnibus. Ex quo sequitur quod Deus 
in quolibet instanti illius temporis potest facere quod illud incipit esse. 
Hec propositio est in sensu diviso. Sed ista de sensu composito falsa est, 
hec videlicet: ‘Possibile est quod Deus faciat in quolibet instanti illud 
incipere esse', quoniam evidenter ex ista sequitur contradictio, nam valet 
istam: 'Hec est possibilis: «Deus facit in quolibet instanti illius tempo- 
ris, ymo faciet, illud incipere esse»', ex quo sequitur quod faciat illud 
absolutum esse in quolibet instanti. Ex quo sequitur quod non incipit 
esse post primum quando erit post primum quod ipsum fuit ante illud 
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quod accipitur post primum instans, et ideo ista de sensu composito est 
neganda. Sed tunc quando proponitur, ‘Ponatur quod Deus in quolibet 
instanti velit illud absolutum esse et ipsum nunquam fuisse, ex quo se- 
quitur intentum', ut ibidem deducitur, concedo consequentiam, sed nego 
casum. Unde dico quod non est possibile quod Deus in quolibet instanti 
velit illud esse et ante nunquam fuisse, ut declaratum est. Sed concedo 
quod in quolibet instanti illius temporis etc. potest esse quod Deus velit 
illud absolutum esse et nunquam ante fuisse. 

[8.3.7.1] Et si dicatur, ‘Ponatur in esse, videlicet quod in quolibet 
instanti sic velit’, dico negando casum, quoniam casus iste non est pos- 
sibilis, ut declaratum est superius in simili, sed ita quod idem sic ar- 
guendo non sit differentia inter sensum compositum et divisum, sed ex 
una divisa data arguens accipiat aliam de sensu composito, ut cum di- 
citur, ‘Ponatur quod in quolibet instanti sic velit’, acsi esset possibile 
quod in quolibet instanti sic velit. Sed dictum est quod non est sic. Sed 
quod in quolibet potest esse quod sic velit et de quocumque instanti fiat 
argumentum, ego admitto casum, et tunc nichil concluditur, ut appa- 
ret, quoniam de isto instanti habetur quod incipit esse, et illud nullum 
est inconveniens. Notum enim est quod aliquid quandoque incipit esse 
vel hoc quandoque incipit esse, non etiam magis videtur concludere de 
futuro quam de preterito vel econtra. 

[8.3.7.2] Et si ponatur quod Deus faciat Antichristum in quolibet in- 
stanti incipere esse, quoniam potest facere quod in hoc instanti primo 
sit, et sic de aliis, et in quolibet instanti potest facere, et si arguere- 
tur postea per ‘ponatur in esse’, argumentum est negandum. Et ideo 
multum est utile scire secundum compositum et divisum et scire optime 
inter istos distingere. 

[8.3.8 8.2.8-8.2.8.1] Ad 8" argumentum dico negando eum. Et per 
eundem modum dico ad confirmationem. Et tunc quando dicitur, ‘Po- 
test esse quod Deus fecit quod tu [F 179vb| nunquam fuisti’, dico conce- 
dendo. Et tunc “nec tibi constat quod non fecerit": hoc ego nego; valde 
bene scio, quia ego fui. 

[8.3.8.1] Sed forte contra hoc sic replicatur: non aliunde habes quod tu 
fuisti nisi quia sic tibi apparet, ergo eodem modo tu haberes ponere de 
quocumque tibi apparente falso quod ipsum est verum, nec tale aliquod 
habes dubitare. 
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[8.3.8.2] Ad hoc dico negando antecedens, ut intelligo sic: non habes 
quod Deus non fecit te non esse nisi quia tu credis quod non sic fecit 
vel sic tibi apparet sine iudicio alterius. Notum enim est quod aliis de 
quibus est verisimile idem apparet. Nunc ubi pluribus sic appareat, illud 
est ponendum cum suppositione de quibus verisimile est quod sciant vel 
scire debeant, ut apparet de parentibus, et de hiis cum quibus persona 
communiter conversatur hoc idem apparet. Aliquis enim credit quod 
fuerit per 10 annos, et postea, adveniente testimonio patris vel alterius 
de quo est verisimile quod sic debeat esse, credit iste parentibus et aliam 
opinionem tenet, ita quod dico quod michi notum est per testimonium 
aliorum et per illud quod michi apparet. Apparentia etiam debet michi 
esse tam sufficiens in hiis que michi videntur intrinseca, puta quod ego 
sum vel fui. Non sic de extrinsecis, ut verbi gratia ‘Sortes est albus’, 
et sic de aliis. Totum tamen, sive sit ex testimonio alio sive non, est 
ex mei apparentia. Ubi enim <non> apparet michi quod isti dicerent 
veritatem, non crederem eis. 

[8.3.8.3 8.2.8.1] Eodem modo patet ad confirmationem quod argu- 
mentum non valet. Unde notum est quod Deus potest facere quod dies 
iudicii non erit, et potest facere quod sacramenta ecclesiastica non am- 
plius durabunt, et quod auctoritas Ecclesie non amplius durabit. Nec 
tamen habeo dubitare si sacramenta ecclesiastica amplius durabunt vel si 
dies iudicii erit, sed illud est firma fide tenendum, aliter quis esset infide- 
lis sic dubitans, iuxta illud Extra, De summa Trinitate et fide katholica, 
“Firmiter”; nota in glossa expresse ponitur: “Qui dubitat infidelis est." 

[8.3.8.4] Sed pro argumento, *tunc quomodo constat michi quod Chri- 
stus fuit incarnatus?', respondeo et dico quod eodem modo illud potest 
fieri vel apparere quomodo apparet vel constat quod dies iudicii erit. 
Eadem enim auctoritate ista duo autenticantur. Nam propter determi- 
nationem Ecclesie illud evidenter apparet, que hoc autenticat. 

[8.3.8.5] Et si dicatur quod hoc non est sufficiens pro evidentia quan- 
do istam auctoritatem Deus potest aufferre, ergo ista non est sufficiens 
evidentia, concedo antecedens et nego consequentiam. Licet enim posset 
istam auctoritatem aufferre, non tamen aufferret. Et hoc idem argumen- 
tum est de futuro sicud de preterito. Notum enim est quod, sicud potest 
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ipse destruere istam condicionem de preterito, ita et istam de futuro. Et 
cum ratione eadem errare non potest, tenetur ista de futuro firmiter, 
quod illud erit, sic temere et tenere debes de preterito. Et hoc modo 
ad argumenta consimilia potest in omnibus consimiliter responderi. Et 
apparet quod arguens idem senserit de futuro sicud de preterito, sed 
oppositum eius quod ego sentio vel exercitii gratia pono. 

[8.3.9—8.2.9] Ad nonum patet per superius dicta ad unum argumen- 
tum quomodo solutum est in una replicatione. 

[8.3.10] Ad 10™ argumentum, puta ad auctoritatem, respondeo. Pro 
quo est notandum quod Deus non potest facere contradictoria esse si- 
mul vera inter se contradicentia, nec est hoc quod sit inpotens respectu 
huius, sed quia non est illud factibile. Non apparet [F 180ra] quomodo 
possit esse quod ego sim et quod ego non sim. Nec tamen potest facere 
quod ego sim et quod ego non sim. Differentia harum propositionum 
patet per superius declarata. Unus enim est sensus compositus falsus et 
alius sensus divisus verus. Vult ergo Augustinus quod Deus non potest 
facere contradictoria esse simul vera — dico ‘contradictoria adinvicem 
contradicentia. Unde dicit sic Augustinus: “Tu dicis sic: ‘Si Deus est 
omnipotens, faciat ergo que sunt facta non fuisse facta vel econtra?" Di- 
cit Augustinus: “Hoc est acsi diceretur: ‘Faciat Deus que sunt vera non 
esse vera? Ubi apparet quod Augustinus dicit quod tantum valet ista: 
‘Deus facit ista que sunt facta non fuisse’, sicut ista: ‘Deus facit ista que 
sunt vera non esse vera. Nunc autem hoc inplicat contradictionem, sed 
sic inplicat et prima, et ideo non potest Deus hoc facere sicud non potest 
facere contradictoria, ut dixi. Et notum est quod ista includit contra- 
dictionem manifestam: ‘Deus facit ista que sunt facta non fuisse facta’, 
quoniam denotatur quod ipsa sunt et ex alia parte denotatur quod non 
sint facta, cum Deus faciat ipsa non fuisse facta. Et ideo illud negatur 
ab eo. Cum hoc tamen stat quod hoc quod est factum potest Deus fa- 
cere non esse factum, etsi non possit facere quod quod est factum non 
fuisse factum. Quarum propositionum differentia superius clare posita 
est. Sic etiam hoc quod est falsum potest facere esse verum. 

[8.3.10.1] Per eundem modum dico ad Jeronimum et ad Philosophum, 
quoniam propositiones eorum in sensu composito accipiuntur, et ideo ve- 
re sunt. Sed si sumerentur in sensu diviso, dicerem pro exercitio modo ut 
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superius expressi. Eodem modo videtur ad Anshelmum esse dicendum, 
et ad omnes auctoritates consimiles. 

[8.3.10.2] Aliter tamen potest responderi ad huiusmodi auctoritates 
et consimiles quod talia non possunt fieri virtute causarum inferiorum, 
nec fieri possunt secundum communem cursum naturalem, sed Deus de 
sui potentia absoluta tamen potest facere. Et per istum modum potest 
sufficienter satisfieri ad omnes huiusmodi auctoritates. 

[8.3.10.3] Et est advertendum quod communiter illi qui negant istam 
conclusionem non habent modo aliquam rationem que magis concludat 
pro conclusione opposita quam si fieret in una de futuro, ut patet de 
rationibus magis apparentibus hic factis. 

[8.3.10.4] Et notandum est quod ubi vi argumentorum debeamus te- 
nere conclusionem aliquam, pro ista parte tenenda est maxime pro qua 
argumenta apparent meliora, maxime quousque appareant ei meliora et 
hec magis insolubilia. Nec oportet postea initi huic vili fundamento: 
‘Ego non capio hoc; quomodo est hoc? Nunquam ego volo mensurare 
potentiam divinam penes meum apparere. Absit! Et ideo cum magis 
sint efficacia argumenta pro parte conclusionis iam adducte quam pro 
parte conclusionis opposite, apparet quod hec conclusio possit teneri, 
nisi Sacrosancta Romana Ecclesia, que non faciliter aliud determinabit, 
determinaret oppositum. 


« Ad argumenta contra conclusionem 9> 


[9.3.1—9.2.1] Ad argumenta contra nonam conclusionem, ad primum, 
dico pro eius declaratione et aliorum que tanguntur quod propositio de 
futuro in qua ponitur terminus comparativus vel iste terminus ‘incipit’ 
vel ‘desinit’ potest incipere esse vera et sibi correspondens de futuro po- 
test incipere esse vera. Unde concedo ego istam propositionem: 'Sortes 
incipit esse tantus quantus est Plato', et ipsa est vera propositio de fu- 
turo, ergo aliqua propositio de futuro aliquando incipiet esse vera, quod 
est intentum. Ponatur pro argumento quod Sortes crescat usque ad 
quadrupedalem quantitatem et non plus, et sit Plato octipedalis quanti- 
tatis, sed decrescat post hoc instans augmenti Sortis ad quadrupedalem 
quantitatem. Et patet conclusio. Patet enim quod ista propositio non 
est vera. Patet sic: Plato nunc est octipedalis quantitatis et Sortes nun- 
quam erit nisi quadrupedalis, ergo Sortes nunquam incipiet esse tantus 
[F 180rb] quantus est Plato. Patet consequentia. Et antecedens sequitur 
ex casu. Et quod aliquando ista propositio incipiet esse vera arguitur sic: 


518 modo] hanc add. F 519 quam coni.] quod F 


Guglielmo Centueri of Cremona's Bologna Principium 


in medio instanti augmenti Sortis erit ista vera, nec unquam ante fuit 
vera, ergo in medio instanti ista incipiet esse vera. Patet consequentia. 
Et assumptum pro prima parte patet sic: in medio instanti illius aug- 
menti est quod Sortes incipiet esse tantus quantus est Plato, ergo ista 
est vera, cum ipsa prescise sic significet etc. Et quod tunc erit hoc probo 
sic: quoniam in medio instanti erit quadrupedalis quantitatis prescise, 
et tante primo erit Sortes in fine augmenti sui, ergo in medio augmenti 
Sortis erit quod Sortes incipiet esse tantus quantus est Plato. Patet con- 
sequentia, quoniam in medio instanti erit quadrupedalis quantitatis et in 
ultimo instanti augmenti Sortis erit quadrupedalis quantitatis, ergo cum 
nunquam ante, ergo in medio instanti erit verum quod Sortes incipit esse 
tantus quantus est Plato. Et totum antecedens patet ex casu. 

[9.3.1.1] Iuxta hoc conceditur hec conclusio, quod aliquando Sortes erit 
tantus quantus est Plato, et tamen nunquam erit quod Sortes est tan- 
tus quantus est Plato. Probatur sic: ponatur quod Plato sit octipedalis 
quantitatis et Sortes quadrupedalis quantitatis, et debeat augeri Sortes 
usque ad octipedalem quantitatem, et secundum quod Sortes augebitur 
ita Plato augetur vel Plato non erit in fine augmenti. Et patet totum. 
Notum est quod Sortes est tantus quantus est Plato, quia quadrupedalis 
quantitatis et tantus est Plato. Sed quod nunquam erit quod Sortes 
est tantus quantus est Plato patet, quia non ante finem augmenti, quia 
semper erit minoris quantitatis quam octipedalis quantitatis et Plato 
semper augmentabitur in isto tempore, ergo nunquam erit ante finem 
temporis augmenti quod Sortes est tantus quantus est Plato, nec in fine 
augmenti, quoniam Plato tunc erit maioris quantitatis quam octipeda- 
lis, ut ponit casus. Ergo non est tunc quod Sortes est tantus quantus 
est Plato. Et sicud dico de istis, ita dicendum est de aliis propositioni- 
bus in quibus ponuntur isti termini comparativi. Sed de preterito per 
oppositum dicendum est, sicud tactum est in argumento facto contra 
conclusionem. 

[9.3.1.2] Unde omnes iste conclusiones sunt concedende, et maxime in 
terminis compositis. Et ideo dixi in conclusione ‘in terminis simplicibus? 
vel ‘propositio simplex’ de futuro, sicud ‘Sortes erit! vel ‘Dies iudicii 
erit! Nunc autem in proposito, ut apparet, non fit argumentum de illis 
simplicibus, sed de compositis, et ideo concedo eas. Nec militat argu- 
mentum illud contra me de propositione de futuro vel de preterito que 
rationem loycam dicunt pro veritate earum unam de presenti veram, si 
aliquando formaretur, sibi correspondentia et isti debent valere: ‘Sortes 
est tantus quantus est Plato, ergo aliquando erit sic quod Sortes est tan- 
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tus quantus est Plato’, et ‘Sortes incipiet esse tantus quantus est Plato, 
ergo aliquando erit sic quod Sortes incipiet esse tantus quantus est Pla- 
to’ est mutabilis. Dicendum videlicet quod argumenta ista non valent 
et propositio illa vulgata non est uniformiter vera, sed debet intelligi 
quando propositio ista est in terminis singularibus et compositis, et non 
cum istis terminis ‘incipit’ et ‘desinit’ nec cum terminis comparativis. 

[9.3.2—9.2.2] Ad 2™ dico eodem modo, quoniam non videtur ista esse 
una proposito simplex de futuro ratione signi, ut dictum est paulo ante, 
quod econverso habet veritatem in simplicibus de futuro. Et si vis ab hoc 
breviter expediri, ponas sine signo verbi. Pro probationibus apparet quid 
sit dicendum, quoniam eodem modo currunt ambo cum superioribus. 
Modo enim non valet hoc argumentum: per totam horam sequentem erit 
quod Sortes est omnis homo qui est hic intus, ergo per totam horam [|F 
180va] sequentem Sortes erit omnis homo qui est hic intus. Nec econtra 
valet ista, quod arguendo per istum modum patet quod argumentum est 
negandum. 

[9.3.2.1] Et si dicatur quod de preterito vel de futuro requiritur una de 
inesse sibi correspondens et hoc sufficit pro veritate sua; sed sic apparet 
in proposito argumento; ergo argumentum est bonum: 

[9.3.2.2] Ad illud patet per superius declarata quid sit dicendum, quia 
sumendo antecedens similiter sicud oportet ad hoc quod argumentum 
debet valere, argumentum est bonum, sed maior est falsa. Sed solum, 
ut dictum est, ista propositio habet veritatem in propositionibus singu- 
laribus de preterito et de futuro sine terminis comparativis et sine istis 
terminis ‘incipit’ et ‘desinit’ et sine signis universalibus. 

[9.3.2.3.] Sed forte diceret aliquis: que differentia est inter istas pro- 
positiones: ‘Sortes erit omnis homo qui est hic intus’ et ‘Erit sic quod 
Sortes erit omnis homo qui est hic intus'? 

[9.3.2.4] Ad hoc dico quod, supponendo modo communem opinionem 
de qua alias fuit sermo, puta de ly ‘homo’ cum distribuitur, quod prima 
propositio valet istam: ‘Sortes erit omnis homo qui modo est hic intus’, 
quoniam fit relativa ad instans presens, et ideo denotatur quod Sortes 
erit omnis homo qui in hoc instanti est hic intus. Sed secunda valet 
istam: ‘Aliquando’, hoc est, in aliquo instanti, ‘erit sic quod Sortes erit 
omnis homo qui in isto instanti erit vel est ibi. Significat tunc, licet 
<non> hoc instans quod modo est presens, sed instans quod tunc erit 
presens, et hoc quia, ut apparet, limitatur per ly ent Et sic satis est 
possibile quod modo sint hic intus plures homines. Et «si sint? sic 
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plures quando, ut notum est, nullus potest esse Sortes, apparet quod 
Sortes non erit quilibet homo qui est hic intus. Quia potest esse quod 
ipse aliquando erit hic intus et non aliquis alius vel alii homines, et tunc 
sic erit quod Sortes est omnis homo qui est hic intus, hinc «est» quod 
secunda habet veritatem. Et econtra potest fieri quod prima habet veri- 
tatem et secunda falsa est, ponendo casum econtra. Et sic apparet quod 
argumentum non valet et quomodo tunc potest sufficienter responderi 
ad ista argumenta: 'Erit sic quod Sortes est omnis homo qui est hic 
intus, ergo Sortes est omnis homo qui est hic intus. 

[9.3.3 9.2.3] Ad 3™ dico quod, si a significat aliquid quod potest esse 
futurum sed non erit futurum, supposito, ut communiter tenetur, quod 
‘sit’ non obligat, sed solum certificat, ut superius tetigi, dico quod a po- 
test esse futurum, nec sequitur aliquod inpossibile ipsum esse futurum, 
ut evidenter argumentum deducit. Sed nego illud assumptum: ‘Ad a es- 
se futurum sequitur a incipere esse futurum’. Et ad probationem, ‘quia 
a nunquam fuit futurum ante hoc instans, et a modo ponitur esse futu- 
rum et est futurum, ergo a incipit esse futurum’, hoc argumentum bene 
concedo, sed nego antecedens, non pro ista: ‘a non est futurum’, nec 
pro ista: ‘a est. Utraque enim est possibilis, sed tota copulativa facta 
ex illis partibus, ut in conclusione ego declaravi: ista repugnant adin- 
vicem, et ideo negandum est antecedens tanquam inpossibile includens. 
Sed si ponatur quod a sit futurum, admittendum est. Et si proponatur, 
concedendum est, quoniam non es obligatus ad oppositum, licet fueris 
certificatus, nec illud repugnat obiecto etc. Et tunc sic dicitur: ‘a est 
futurum et a nunquam antea fuit futurum’. Argumentum est conceden- 
dum, et prima pars minoris concedenda est et 2? neganda. Et si dicatur 
quod ista est vera re, habes respondere quod tu non negas eam [F 180vb] 
quia non fuerit vera, sed quia ex posito sequitur ipsam non fore veram 
et a fuisse futurum, ut sepe declaratum est, et maxime arguendo ad 
conclusionem aliquibus precedentibus. 

[9.3.3.1] Per eundem modum dicendum est ad istam de preterito, ut 
ingenioso apparere potest et multociens superius apparuit. 

[9.3.4 9.2.4] Ad 4™ dico negando argumentum. Primum enim argu- 
mentum bonum est, sed secundum non valet. Et causa est quia non 
oportet quod illud quod modo est, puta hoc quod modo est, fuerit per 
aliquod instans ante hoc, et potest esse quod modo incipiat esse. Nec 
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inconveniens aliquid habetur. Sed ‘futurum’ dicit aliquid fore, ad quod 
sequitur ipsum fuisse in perpetuum quod ipsum erit. Nunc autem ‘inci- 
pere istud fore’ dicit vel significat illud nunc esse futurum et nunquam 
antea fuisse futurum, et ideo non potest esse hoc. Et sic apparet quod 
magna est differentia inter unum et reliquum, et ideo nego argumentum. 
Est enim antecedens verum et consequens falsum. 

[9.3.4.19.2.4.1] Ad confirmationem, concedo argumentum et nego 
antecedens, ut superius expressi in responsione in solutione argumen- 
ti inmediate precedentis. Et tunc quando probas sic: ‘prima pars est 
vera, secunda possibilis, ergo totum antecedens est possibile', nego ar- 
gumentum. Et ad probationem, 'quia non plus requiritur ad veritatem 
copulative alicuius antecedentis nisi quod quelibet pars sit possibilis’, 
nego illud assumptum, ut per superius declarata satis patet et etiam 
hic evidenter. Quelibet enim pars huius copulative ‘Tu es et tu non es’ 
est possibilis, nec tamen ista copulativa est possibilis, ymo ympossibilis 
est, cum ipsa contradictionem includat. Requiritur ergo plus, videlicet 
quod quelibet pars sit possibilis et ipse adinvicem sint compossibiles. 
Sed hoc non est in proposito, ut superius sufficienter declaravi, et ideo 
negandum est illud assumptum. Nec probationes sunt sufficientes que 
pro eius probatione adducuntur, ut clare patet ex dictis. 

[9.3.5—9.2.5] Ad 5™ dico concedendo consequentiam et negando an- 
tecedens. Et ad probationem, ‘quia nunc a potest esse futurum et nunc 
non est futurum, nec unquam ante hoc instans fuit futurum, ergo potest 
esse quod a sit futurum postquam non fuit futurum’, «dico quod non 
valet». Arguitur enim a sensu diviso vero ad sensum compositum fal- 
sum. Licet enim hec propositio, ‘potest esse quod a nunc sit futurum’, 
«sit vera, non» copulativa tamen facta ex ista et alia, copulativa que 
non omnino verificatur per ly ‘est’ de sensu diviso. Sed consequens est 
sensus compositus, illud videlicet: ‘a potest vel potest esse quod a sit 
futurum postquam non fuit futurum', et ideo argumentum illud non va- 
let. Sed bene sequitur ista de sensu diviso, hec videlicet: ‘postquam a 
non fuit futurum potest esse quod sit futurum', et hec est concedenda. 
Nec ex hoc sequitur quod a possit incipere esse futurum. Hoc evidenter 
patet de hoc instanti presenti, ut arguendo claret. 
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The origins of Polish history date back to the tenth century. Poland's 
Prince Mieszko I (about 930-992), founder of the Piast dynasty, was 
baptized in 966, and his son Boleslaw Chrobry (967-1025) was crowned 
the first king of Poland in 1025. The Piast dynasty ruled Poland until 
the second half of the fourteenth century with considerable perturba- 
tions. The ruler of Poland in the twelfth century, Prince Boleslaw III 
Wrymouth (1086-1138), divided his country among his five sons in his 
testament. In this way, for nearly two hundred years, Poland was di- 
vided into five and, in time, more small duchies — this period is known 
as the fragmentation of the realm. It was not until Ladislaus I Lok- 
ietek (around 1260-1333) in 1320 that he brought about the unifica- 
tion of Poland through his coronation. His son, Casimir III the Great 
(1310-1370), wanting to educate the administrative staff and strengthen 
Poland's position in the international arena, decided to establish the first 
university in the country's capital, Cracow.! 

Casimir III the Great founded the university on May 12, 1364, fol- 
lowing the example of the University of Bologna and Padua.? The 


1 About the general history of Poland, see, e.g.: N. DAVIES, God's Playground: A 


History of Poland, Vol. 1: The origins to 1795, Oxford 2013; A. Nowak, Dzieje 
Polski, vol. 1-4, Kraków 2014-2019. A full bibliography with an English transla- 
tion of Polish titles can be found at: https: //debate-erc.com/bibliography / (last 
accessed 25.02.2023). 

Codex diplomaticus universitatis Studii generalis Cracoviensis: continet privile- 
gia et documenta quae res gestas Academiae eiusque beneficia illustrant. Pars 1, 
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foundation was confirmed on September 1, 1364 by Pope Urban V's bull, 
which authorized the foundation of the faculties of civil and canon law 
and all the other faculties, except for the faculty of theology (praeterquam 
in theologia).? After the childless death of the king in 1370, the idea of 
the university fell into decline with the collapse of the Piast dynasty. A 
few years later with the new Jagiellonian dynasty, the idea of the revival 
of the university returned: the University of Cracow was reopened by 
the Polish King Ladislaus II Jagiello (king of Poland in 1386-1434) and 
his wife Queen Hedwig of Anjou (niece of Casimir III the Great, queen of 
Poland in 1382-1399). They also received permission from Pope Boni- 
face IX to establish a theological faculty in Cracow. The Pope expressed 
his decision in the bull of January 11, 1397, Eximiae devotionis affectus.* 

At the turn of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, on the 500th 
anniversary of the founding of the Faculty of Theology of the Univer- 
sity of Cracow (1397), the first generation of researchers began deeper 
research on the thought of Polish philosophers and theologians in the 
first century of the academy's existence. The leading name here is Jan 
Fijalek (1864-1936),? who began to research the content of the manu- 
scripts of Cracow's academics from the fifteenth century, then his work 
was continued by another outstanding Cracow medievalist, Konstanty 
Michalski (1879-1947). 

The other significant anniversary, the 600°" anniversary of the found- 
ing of the University of Cracow (1364), was when the next generation of 


oth 


pertinet ab Anno 1365 usque ad Annum 1440, Cracoviae 1870, pp. 1-4. 

Codez diplomaticus universitatis Studii generalis Cracoviensis, pp. 4—6. 

Codex diplomaticus universitatis Studii generalis Cracoviensis, pp. 24-25. About 
the history of the University of Cracow, see, e.g: A. VETULANI, Poczatki 
najstarszych wszechnic $rodkowoeuropejskich, Wroctaw-Warszawa-Kraków 1970; 
K. STOPKA, A. BANACH, J. DYBIEC, Dzieje Uniwersytetu Jagiellońskiego, 
Kraków 2000, Z. KALUZA, “Topos translatio studii w Krakowie po odnowie- 
niu Uniwersytetu,” Przegląd Tomistyczny (later in the paper: PT) 11 (2005), 
pp. 71-150; K. OZ6G, The role of Poland in the intellectual development of 
Europe in the Middle Ages, Kraków 2009, P.W. KNOLL, “A Pearl of Powerful 
Learning.” The University of Cracow in the Fifteenth Century, Boston 2016. 

J. FIJAŁEK, Studia do dziejów Uniwersytetu Krakowskiego i jego Wydziału Teo- 
logicznego w XV wieku. W 500-letniq rocznicę zatozenia wydzialu teologicznego 
w Krakowie, Kraków 1898; J. FIJAŁEK, O początkach i znaczeniu Uniwersytetu 
Krakowskiego w XIV/XV wieku, [1900]; J. FIJALEK, Mistrz Jakób z Paradyia 
i Uniwersytet Krakowski w okresie Soboru Bazylejskiego, 2 vol., Kraków 1900; 
vol. 1-2; J. FIJAŁEK, Dwaj dominikanie krakowscy: Jan Biskupiec i Jan Falken- 
berg. W pieésetna rocznicę odwołania satyry antypolskiej Falkenberga w Rzymie 
1424 r., Lwów 1925. 
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Polish medievalists widely developed the research on the philosophical 
heritage of Cracow theologians in the fifteenth century. The flourish- 
ing of research started in the 1960s and their work is a milestone in 
studying the state of thought of Cracow academics at the beginning of 
its existence. Mention should be made here of such experts as Stefan 
Swiezawski (1907-2004), Marian Rechowicz (1910-1983), Zofia Wlodek 
(1925-2018), Mieczyslaw Markowski (1929-2011), Zenon Kaluza (born 
1936), and Stanislaw Wielgus (born 1939). Their publications were 
related to three research centers: the Manuscripts Department of the 
Jagiellonian Library, the Polish Academy of Sciences, and the Faculty 
of Philosophy of the Catholic University of Lublin. These scholars de- 
scribed the first biographies of Cracow theologians; established a list of 
their works, preserved in most of the cases in the manuscripts of the 
Jagiellonian Library; and published the first editions of the texts, un- 
known to the broader public. Since then, research has continued and 
deepened, thus confirming, or falsifying the assumptions of earlier au- 
thors who could not do everything at once. Despite the development 
of research, there are still many unexplored areas on the map of the 
thoughts of Cracow theologians of the fifteenth century, which need to 
be studied. 

One of the research areas to be explored is the study of the principia 
of Peter Lombard's Sentences. The new university from Cracow em- 
braced the practice of principia on the Sentences following the model of 
other European universities where a public performance confronting the 
other fellows was a mandatory exercise in obtaining the title of doctor 
in theology.® In this paper, I will present the state of research on the 
preserved principia of theologians of the University of Cracow. Studies 
and editions of the survived principia in Cracow are scattered in various 
publications, mainly in Polish, which makes the texts unavailable to in- 
ternational scholars who, unfortunately, cannot enjoy the beauty of the 
Polish language. 

This article collects basic information about the preserved principia 
on the Sentences attributed to seventeen theologians of the University 
of Cracow, thus constituting a “road map” of already discovered areas 
and paths to be examined. The structure of the article will consist of 
separately presenting seventeen authors from the University of Cracow 


B About the beginning of the tradition of the principia, see: N.K. SPATZ, Prin- 
cipia: A Study and Edition of Inception Speeches delivered before the Faculty of 


Theology at the University of Paris, ca. 1180-1286, Cornell University, 1992. 
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in the following way: firstly, a short profile of the author, then the gen- 
eral information about the preserved principia and their edition — if 
they exist, then a content analysis of the principia — and finally, an at- 
tempt to classify the author in doctrinal currents. After discussing the 
individual authors, in conclusion, I will try to demonstrate the reasons 
for the disappearance of the tradition of delivering the principia and 
point out the main doctrinal trend present in the texts of the authors 
from Cracow. 'To avoid the multiplication of English translations of Pol- 
ish proper names of Cracow theologians, I will use the English versions 
employed by P. Knoll in his history of the University of Cracow in the 
fifteenth century." 


Lucas of Wielki Koźmin (ca. 1357— f 1412-1414) 


'The oldest excerpt of the principia on the Sentences of Peter Lombard 
survived from the University of Cracow is the praise of the Holy Scripture 
written around 1411 by Lucas of Wielki Kozmin. He studied philosophy 
in Prague, where he figured in the list of bachelors of philosophy in 
Prague as early as the date of September 16, 1396.5 Then he returned 
to Cracow and ran the school at the collegiate church in Sandomierz. 
He was already in Poland in 1401, where he obtained the master of 
arts in 1403, this time in Cracow. Before November 13, 1410, he was 
the seventh bachelor reading in cursum Bibliae, known in the renewed 
University.” In 1411 he became the university's rector.!? 

Manuscript Kraków, Biblioteka Jagiellońska (later in the text: BJ), 
2215 contains his autographs, among others texts, with praise of the 
theology of Lucas with the theme Suscipite insitum verbum, quod potest 
salvare animas vestras (I Petr. 1, 21)!! in two redactions, which were 
identified by M. Kowalczyk as a biblical Principium.!? Another survived 


7 
8 


KNOLL, “A Pearl of Powerful Learning,” passim. 

M. ZWIERCAN, “Lukasz z Wielkiego Kozmina,” in Encyklopedia filozofii polskiej, 
ed. A. MARYNIARCZYK et al., Lublin, 2011 (later in the paper: EFP), vol. 1, 
pp. 952-955. 

M. MARKOWSKI, Dzieje Wydziatu Teologii Uniwersytetu Krakowskiego w latach 
1397-1525, Kraków 1996, p. 245. 

M. KOWALCZYK, “Lukasz z Wielkiego Kozmina," Materiały do Historii Filozofii 
Sredniowiecznej w Polsce (later in the paper: MHFSP) 4 (15) (1971), pp. 3-40; 
MARKOWSKI, Dzieje Wydziału Teologii Uniwersytetu Krakowskiego, pp. 115-116. 
11 Ms. Kraków, Biblioteka Jagiellońska (later: BJ), 2215, ff. 159r-164r (one redac- 
tion); ff. 178v-181r (another redaction). 

Cf. M. KOWALCZYK, typescript [Opis ms. Kraków, BJ, 2215], Kraków, pp. 9-10. 
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praise of the Holy Scripture from the Principium on the Sentences!’ 


was copied by Lucas's hand with the theme Liber generationis lesu 
Christi (Matth. 1, 1).!^ Kowalczyk speculates that the text may come 
from Lucas's second Principium on the Sentences, but she is not sure 
about that. However, it is noteworthy that the same theme from St. 
Matthew's gospel was chosen by Andrew of Kokorzyn in his first Prin- 
cipium on the Sentences, which will be presented later. Is it probable 
that this text is by Andrew of Kokorzyn? More research is required to 
answer to this question, which cannot yet be elucidated. 

As M. Kowalczyk says, Lucas had in his library the commentaries on 
the Sentences of Thomas Aquinas, Thomas of Strasbourg, and Menso 
of Beckhusen.!” This is a remarkable detail since the influence of these 
authors is reflected in his texts, especially when he emphasized the au- 
thoritative role of the Scripture and when he developed practical, rather 
than speculative, theology. 


John of Kluczbork (ca. 1370 — f 1436) 


John of Kluczbork started his studies in philosophy in Prague around 
1387. In 1389, he became a bachelor of arts, and he finally obtained his 
master of arts in 1397. His philosophical studies lasted so long because 


KOWALCZYK, “Łukasz z Wielkiego Kozmina,” pp. 5-6, 9. M. Kowalczyk gives the 
wrong foliation, which I corrected here. The modern and detailed descriptions 
of the Latin medieval manuscripts from the Jagiellonian Library up to signature 
BJ, 1575, can be found in the Catalogus codicum manuscriptorum medii aevi 

Latinorum, qui in Bibliotheca Jagellonica Cracoviae asservantur, vol. 1-11, ed. 

Z. WLODEK, J. ZATHEY, M. ZWIERCAN, M. KOWALCZYK, A. KOZLOWSKA et al., 

Wratislaviae (vol. 1-6); Cracoviae (vol. 7-11) 1980-2016 (Further referred here 

as Catalogus). 

Ms. Kraków, BJ, 2215, f. 175r: ^... cum secundum magistrum in secundo Sen- 

tentiarum. .." 

1^ Ms. Kraków, BJ, 2215, ff. 175r-178r. 

Cf. KOWALCZYK, typescript [Opis ms. Kraków, BJ, 2215], p. 9; KOWALCZYK, 

“Lukasz z Wielkiego Kozmina,” p. 6, 9. M. Kowalczyk gives the wrong foliation, 

which I corrected here. 

16 Ms. Kraków, BJ, 1525, ff. 26r-33r. 

17 Thomas de Aquino, Summae Pars I, ms. Kraków, BJ, 1684; In quartum librum 
Sententiarum, ms. Kraków, BJ, 1719; Supplementum tertiae partis Summae, ms. 
Kraków, BJ, 1722; Summae pars III, ms. Kraków, BJ, 1743; Menso de Beck- 
husen Pragensis, Quaestiones super libros Sententiarum, ms. Kraków, BJ, 1752, 
ff. 1r-227r; De quaestionibus Thomae de Argentina Super I Sententiarum, ms. 
Krakow, BJ, 1752, ff. 228r-281v. About Lucas’ library: KOWALCZYK, “Łukasz z 
Wielkiego Kozmina,” pp. 16-32. 
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he studied canon law at the same time.!? At the Faculty of Arts in 
Prague, he was under the supervision of John of Ziebice as Nicholas 
Kozlowski.? He probably came to Cracow after renovation of the Uni- 
versity of Cracow around 1401-1402?? with other students from Upper 
Silesia. He taught philosophy at the first Polish university, and then 
started his studies in theology here. He became a bachelor of the Sen- 
tences in 1413 in Cracow, and finished his principium on the fourth book 
of the Sentences on June 14, 1414. He obtained a licentiate of theology 
in 1418, and later, on October 4, 1423, he received the doctoral biretta. 

He was presented the lecture on the Sentences by his professors Ni- 
cholas of Pyzdry and Francis of Brzeg. John’s biblical thema was: Sepius 
proposui venire ad vos, sed prohibitus sum usque adhuc, ut aliquem fruc- 
tum habeam in vobis sicut et in ceteris (Rom. 1, 13).2! All the four 
principial sermons praising the Holy Scripture are known, but only one 
question from the first Principium survived. All these texts are pre- 
served in his autograph.?? His question from the first principium is 
the first yet principial question on the Sentences from the University of 
Cracow, and it runs as follows: Utrum per notitiam naturaliter nostro 
intellectui insertam possumus Deum cognoscere et summam, unitatem 
divinae essentiae cum personarum Trinitate compossibilem comprehen- 
dere. 


15 Z. WLODEK, “Filozofia a teologia. Wybór tekstów z krakowskich wykładów 


wstępnych do Sentencji Piotra Lombarda z XV w.,” MHFSP 1 (12) (1970), 
pp. 40-41; K. WÓJcIkK, “Jan z Kluczborka,” MHFSP 4 (15) (1971), pp. 73-150; 
K. Wo6scik, Jan z Kluczborka. Filozof i teolog Uniwersytetu Krakowskiego, 
Lublin 1995; MARKOWSKI, Dzieje Wydziału Teologii Uniwersytetu Krakowskiego, 
pp. 126-129; M. MARKOWSKI, “Jan z Kluczborka (ok. 1370-1436)," in Złota 
księga Papieskiej Akademii Teologicznej, ed. S. PIECH, Kraków 2000 (later in the 
paper: ZKPAT), pp. 99-104; K. Wójcik, “Jan z Kluczborka,” in EFP, vol. 1, 
pp. 556-558, http://www.ptta.pl/efp/pdf/j/janzk.pdf (last accessed 25.02.2023). 

19 M. MARKOWSKI, “Mikołaj Kozłowski,” Materiały i Studia Zakładu Historii Filo- 

zofii Starożytnej i Sredniowiecznej (later in the paper: MSZHFSS) 5 (1965), 

p. 80; WÓJCIK, Jan z Kluczborka. Filozof i teolog, p. 18. 

Wojcik, Jan z Kluczborka. Filozof i teolog, p. 19. 

?! Ms. Wrocław, Biblioteka Uniwersytecka (later in the paper: BU), I 376, 
ff. 66r-80r. 

22 Ms. Wroclaw, BU, I Q 376: the first Principium: ff. 87r-99v, praise from the 
second: ff. 100r-102r, praise from the third one: ff. 102r-v, praise from the 
fourth one: ff. 103r- 105v. M. MARKOWSKI, “La réplique de André de Kokorzyn 
au Principium de Jean de Kluczbork du ms. de la Bibliothéque de l'Université 
de Wroclaw I Q 376," Mediaevalia Philosophica Polonorum (later in the pa- 
per: MPP) 10 (1961), pp. 50-54; WÓJCIK, Jan z Kluczborka. Filozof i teolog, 
pp. 43-45. 
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K. Wójcik edited this first principium integrally and examined it in 
detail? John divides his question into two articles: the first deals with 
the theological epistemology (a. 1, pp. 162-168), and the second one talks 
about trinitarian theology (a. 2, pp. 168-172). Each of them is subdi- 
vided into three little videndum. The first article is subdivided in con- 
clusions introduced by the following titles: Art. 1: Utrum notitia, qua 
Deus cognoscitur, sit nostro intellectui naturaliter inserta. (Utrum pos- 
sumus cognoscere mediante nostro intellectu Deum esse et quomodo et 
qualiter. Utrum possumus quidditatem Dei et quid est Deus cognoscere. 
Utrum Deus esse sit per se notum).24 

John claims that, in this life, man can get to know God by natural 
reason. This thesis has been claimed not only by the theologians but 
also by the philosophers, as exemplified by Aristotle. Nevertheless, 
man cannot get to know the divine essence (quidditas) naturally because 
God surpasses man, and our reason cannot understand God.26 

Responding to counterarguments, John states that, although we have 
a natural desire to rest in God, it does not entail the natural intrinsic 
notion of God in mind (a. 1, arg. 1 and ad 1, pp. 164-165). Although 
we cannot get to know God essentially (quidditative) in this world, it 
does not mean that we cannot get to know anything about the divine 
essence (a. 1, arg. 2, and ad. 2, pp. 164-165). Although we can get to 
know things by the notions present in our mind or by our reasoning, and 
we can get to know them essentially, this possibility of cognition applies 
only to contingent thing and not to God (a. 1, arg. 3, p. 165 and a. 1, 
ad 3, p. 166). 

John lists three modes of cognition of God: 1) confusa; 2) determi- 
nata et valde distincta; and 3) cognitio media, which is the same as the 


23 
24 


Woscik, Jan z Kluczborka. Filozof i teolog. 

IOHANNES DE CRUCZEBURG, Principium I, a. 1, ed. WÓJCIK, p. 162. The thema 
of Deum esse was also considered in Paris, see: Z. KAŁUŻA, “Le probléme du 
Deum non esse chez Etienne de Chaumont, Nicolas Aston et Thomas Bradwar- 
dine l’œuvre théologique de Nicolas Aston,” in Études doctrinales sur le XIVe 
siècle: théologie, logique philosophie, Paris 2013, pp. 37-52. 

IOHANNES DE CRUCZEBURG, Principium I, a. 1, con. 1, ed. WÓJCIK, p. 163: “Per 
notitiam nostram, nobis naturaliter insertam, Deum esse possumus cognoscere 
in hac vita. Ista conclusio non solum patet per theologos, immo etiam per omnes 
philosophos, scilicet naturales et morales, qui non negant Deum esse.” 
IOHANNES DE CRUCZEBURG, Principium I, a. 1, con. 2, ed. WÓJCIK, p. 163: 
“Quidditatem Dei, id est quid Deus est, per nostram notitiam naturaliter nobis 
insertam, non possumus cognoscere. Sed Deum non possumus diffinire, ergo nec 
possumus quid ipse sit, cognoscere." 
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evoked by Lombard?’ cognition of God’s essence by the vestigia (a. 1, 
arg. 4, p. 166), and three different kinds of truths about God: commu- 
nia, propria, communia cum personis appropriata. Using these distinc- 
tions, John claims that our cognition of God is qualitatively better than 
cognitio confusa. 

In the third conclusion of this article, John claims that only the wise 
men, the ones who know and understand the rules of metaphysics, can 
have an evident knowledge of God. The existence of God is a rational 
thesis, and only a fool can deny it. To sum up: John states that 
God can be known by human reasoning, but not essentially. God is not 
known as the axioms of the science are, which are apparent; his existence 
is not evident and discovering him demands intellectual effort. 

In the second article of his first Principium, John of Kluczbork passes 
from epistemology to trinitarian discussion. The title of the article and 
of the three conclusions run as follows: Art. 2: Utrum summa unitas 
divinae essentiae et personarum Trinitas sint quaedam sibi invicem com- 
posita. ( Utrum tres sint personae in divinis realiter differentes. An hoc 
possit evidenter et scientifice probari, scilicet quod illae tres personae 
sunt distinctae. Utrum illae tres personae, scilicet Pater et Filius et 
Spiritus Sanctus sint summae divinae essentiae compossibiles) (p. 162). 

John claims that the multiplicity of persons inside the Trinity is a 
truth that follows simply from the notion of perfection: if love is simply 
perfection, it demands a multiplicity of persons, and not just one.?? 
The perfect love looks for the infinite perfection, so perfect and infinite 
God should love somebody equal to him, and this love is not the esse 
inhaerens — meaning accidental — but it is the love perfecte subsistens 


27 PETRUS LOMBARDUS, Sententiae in IV libris distinctae, I, d. 3, c. 1 (9), 7, ed. 


I. BRADY, Spicilegium Bonaventurianum 4b, p. 70. 

IOHANNES DE CRUCZEBURG, Principium I, a. 1, con. 3, ed. WÓJCIK, pp. 167-168: 
^Haec propositio Deus est, est per se nota sapientibus, quamvis non indifferenter 
et communiter vel vulgaliter omnibus. (...) Sed nullus potest concipere Deum 
non esse, nisi esset fatuus, quia nihil a sapiente «potest» concipi cum oppositio 
illius, quod est de sua formali ratione. Sed esse Dei est de sua formali et intrinseca 
ratione.” 

IOHANNES DE CRUCZEBURG, Principium I, a. 2, con. 1, ed. WÓJCIK, p. 168: 
“Omne quod dicit perfectionem simpliciter, est modo excellentissimo ponendum 
in divinis. Sed caritas dicit perfectionem simpliciter, ergo modo excellentissimo 
est ponenda in divinis. Talis autem perfecta caritas et excellentissima duo re- 
quirit in ipso diligente: primo requirit, quod dilectione tendat in alterum, quia 
amor privatus, qui tantum est ad seipsum, secundum Gregorium non potest esse 
perfecta caritas.” 
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that demands a separated existence of the person from the Holy Spirit.?0 


God's acts are of infinite purity and infinite productivity, therefore the 
fruit of the perfect divine love can only have an infinite nature.?! 

John of Kluczbork exposes his position to objections. Contrary to the 
heresy of Sabellius, John claims that there is a real difference between 
divine persons, a relative difference between the processions (produc- 
tiones) of the Son and the Holy Spirit (a. 2, con. 1, arg. 2 and ad. 2, 
p. 168), and that only two relative oppositions in God exist (oppositiones 
relativae): paternitas — filiatio; spiratio activa — spiratio passive. This 
emphasizes the Catholic faith in that the being breathed by the Holy 
Spirit from Father and Son (spiratio passiva) is opposed to unique spira- 
tio activa, which is done by Father and Son together (a. 2, con. 1, arg. 3 
and ad. 3, pp. 168-169). All these theses are based on the Augustinian 
doctrine of the Trinity, which are identified with the articles of the faith 
and by philosophical reasoning. This difference between divine persons 
cannot be evidently and necessarily proved by reason because this differ- 
ence of persons in God is the mystery revealed by Him,?? which should 
be well understood: the truth about the perfect production of the Verb 
(productio Verbi perfecta) entails the equality of the Father and Son 
(a. 2, con. 2, arg. 1, and ad 1, pp. 169-170), and not their inequality, 
and, even though the Father does not give birth to the Son ad extra of 
the divine essence, this is done freely and not necessarily (a. 2, con. 2, 
arg. 2 and ad 2, p. 170). 

Finally, there is no intellectual contradiction between the unity of 
God and the trinity of persons. The divine persons are distinguished 
between them relatively and not absolutely, and this claim defends the 
impossibility of distinction of the divine essence (divina essentia una 


30 JOHANNES DE CRUCZEBURG, Principium I, a. 2, con. 1, ed. WÓJCIK, p. 168: 
“Secundo requiritur: in quod principaliter tendit sit diligibile infinitum (...). 
Ratione primi: tunc Pater dilectione tendit in alterum a se realiter distinctum; 
ratione secundi: non potest tendere in illud creatum, ergo tendit in Filium suum 
unigenitum tamquam a se alterum personaliter et diligibile infinitum. Sed amor 
hos connectens, scilicet Patrem et Filium, non potest esse inhaerens, cum nullum 
accidens in Deo potest esse, ergo erit perfecte subsistens, et per consequens tertia 
pars, puta Spiritus Sanctus." 

IOHANNES DE CRUCZEBURG, Principium I, a. 2, con. 1, ed. WÓJcCIK, p. 168: 
“Cum ergo Deus sit purus actus et terminus infinitus, non possit produci in 
natura finita, ergo in divinis productum infinitae virtuti productivae adequatum, 
manebit in eadem natura cum producente distinctum personaliter." 

IOHANNES DE CRUCZEBURG, Principium I, a. 2, con. 2, ed. WÓJCIK, p. 169: “IL 
]ud quod est articulus fidei summus et excellentissimus, illud non potest demon- 
strari. Sed mysterium Sanctae Trinitatis est huiusmodi." 
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et indistincta). What is more, this thesis is an article of the faith and 
not the fruit of reasoning — faith tries to understand and defend the 
revealed truth about God.?? 

To answer the question of the principium: if we can naturally get to 
know God by the notion intrinsic to our intellect, and to understand 
the possibility of the existence of the unity of divine essence and Trinity 
of persons, Kluczbork says that our intellect does not have the intrinsic 
notion of God and this truth is not evident, but, by reasoning, we can 
get to know the unity's divine essence, not essentially and not just by 
traces (art. 1). The truth of the Trinity of the persons in God is a truth 
revealed and is rationally possible with the truth of the simplicity of the 
divine essence (art. 2). 

M. Markowski proved that John of Kluczbork presents realistic Augus- 
tinian views of Menso of Beckhusen and Thomas of Strasbourg, whose 
texts John of Kluczbork uses in his Principium,?^ and K. Wojcik speci- 
fied that John of Kluczbork got the question from Menso of Beckhusen.?? 


Andrew of Kokorzyn (ca. 1379 — t 1435) 


Andrew of Kokorzyn studied philosophy in Prague, where he was en- 
rolled as a bachelor of arts in 1399 and obtained a master of arts in 
1402. Then he came to Cracow at the renewed University, where he 
taught philosophy.” In Cracow, he started his studies in theology at 
least in 1409, and in 1411, he was a biblical bachelor. He read his 
Sentences around 1413-1414 and then stopped his career at university, 
devoting himself to the affairs of the state, including participation in the 
Council of Constance, and then he obtained a doctorate in theology in 
Cracow. In the years 1406-1407, he was the dean of the faculty of arts 
and was elected the university's rector twice. He also held the office of 
archdeacon of the diocese of Cracow. In 1431 he took part in the famous 


33 TOHANNES DE CRUCZEBURG, Principium I, a. 2, con. 3, arg. 1 et arg. 2 and 


ad. 1-2, ed. WÓJCIK, pp. 170-171; WÓJcIK, Jan z Kluczborka. Filozof i teolog, 

pp. 86-98. 

M. MARKOWSKI, “Poglady filozoficzne Andrzeja z Kokorzyna," Studia Me- 

diewistyczne (later in the paper: SM) 6 (1964), pp. 99-106. 

?5 Woucik, “Jan z Kluczborka,” MHFSP 4 (15) (1971), p. 122. 

?6 MARKOWSKI, “La réplique d'André de Kokorzyn," pp. 50-54; MARKOWSKI, 
“Poglądy filozoficzne Andrzeja z Kokorzyna," pp. 55-136; WLODEK, “Filo- 
zofia a teologia," p. 41; MARKOWSKI, Dzieje Wydziału Teologii Uniwersytetu 
Krakowskiego, pp. 132-136; M. KOWALEWSKA, “Andrzej z Kokorzyna," in EFP, 
vol. 1, pp. 55-57; KNOLL, “A Pearl of Powerful Learning,” pp. 488-489. 
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discussion with Hussites in the royal castle in Cracow with other Polish 
scholars such as Nicholas Kozlowski and Benedict Hesse.?" 

The first principium of Andrew of Kokorzyn survived,?? and his bib- 
lical theme is: Liber generationis Iesu Christi (Matth. 1, 1). As I 
have already said, we find the same thema also in the case of Lucas 
of Wielki Kozmin. His professors were Nicholas of Pyzdry, Francis of 
Brzeg, and Stanislaw of Skarbimierz, and his magister concurrens was 
John of Kluczbork. His question is as follows: Utrum cum divinae essen- 
tiae simplicissima unitate et benedicta personali Trinitate tantum unum 
Deum esse possit ostendi demonstrabili probabilitate. 

The question was edited by M. Markowski,? who also published a 
detailed analysis of it. 6 Andreas divides his question into two arti- 
cles: firstly, he explains the suppositions of trinitarian theology (a. 1, 
pp. 14-24), and then he proves that the existence of one God is demon- 
strable (a. 2, pp. 24-48). In the first article, Andreas explains the notions 
of the essence (a. 1, nota 1, p. 14), person (a. 1, nota 2, p. 15) and Trin- 
ity (a. 1, nota 3, pp. 15-16). The author points out that the simple 
unity of the divine essence is a supposition of the faith, ^ and this claim 
is based on the simplicity of God and his omnipotence (a. 1, con. 1, 
p. 16). These three theses can be also proved by philosophical reason- 
ing, which demonstrates the internal discrepancy of another thesis (a. 1, 
con. 1, supp. 1, pp. 17-18). The thesis of the simple unity of divine 
essence also excludes any composition of the divine essence (a. 1, con. 1, 
corr. 1, p. 18), but the unity of divine essence does not suppose solitude 
or singularity (a. 1, con. 1, corr. 2, p. 19). While reason can discover 
the divine unity, the truth about the Trinity is revealed by God, and the 
rational arguments also support this thesis:?? if God is the highest good 


57 MARKOWSKI, Dzieje Wydziału Teologii Uniwersytetu Krakowskiego, p. 129. 


55 Ms. Kraków, BJ, 1525, praise of the Holy Scripture: ff. 26r-33r; question: 
ff. 33r-42r, thanksgiving: ff. 42r-43r. MARKOWSKI, “La réplique d'André 
de Kokorzyn," pp. 50-54; M. MARKOWSKI, “Wykład wstępny Andrzeja z 
Kokorzyna," MSZHFS$ 2 (1962), pp. 4-10. 

MARKOWSKI, *Wyklad wstepny Andrzeja z Kokorzyna,” pp. 3-51 (in my analysis 
in this edition). 

MARKOWSKI, “Poglądy filozoficzne Andrzeja z Kokorzyna,” pp. 108-120. 
ANDREAS DE KOKORZINO, Principium I, a. 1, con. 1, ed. MARKOWSKI, p. 16: 
“In divinis essentiae divinae est simplicissima unitas. Haec conclusio patet per 
sanctam et immaculatam fidem catholicam, cui falsum subesse non potest. Haec 
etiam patet ex determinatione sanctae Romanae et universalis Ecclesiae Spiritus 
Sancti veritate divinitus illustratae.” 

ANDREAS DE KOKORZINO, Principium I, a. 1, con. 2, ed. MARKOWSKI, p. 20: 
“Quamvis in divinis sit essentialis simplicissima unitas, tamen in eisdem est 
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and perfection, therefore God cannot be just one person, but there is a 
plurality of persons in God (pluralitas) (a. 1, con. 2, pp. 20-21). What 
is more, God is triune, and the infinity of divine persons is rationally 
impossible, as well as the possibility of fewer than three divine persons 
because the infinity of persons or lack of one of them would also be a 
sign of divine imperfection. Similarly, there is not diversity (diversitas) 
between divine persons, there are only discretio, distinctio, pluralitas, 
and alietas, which exclude the inequality of divine persons. Their differ- 
ence is not conceptual (secundum rationem), but it is a real difference 
(realiter), and the Creed also claims this thesis (a. 1, con. 2, corr. 3, 
pp. 23-24). 

In the second article, Andrew explains his conceptual vocabulary 
and gives a definition for propositio per se nota; scibile demonstra- 
tive; demonstratio; two ways of comprehension of the thesis tantum 
unum Deum esse est demonstrabile; and Deus, which will be understood 
equivocally with prima causa, primus motor, primus ens, and summum 
bonum (a. 2, nota 5, p. 28). Then he lists three suppositions: there 
is no processus in infinitum within the ordinated causes (a. 2, sup. 1, 
p. 28); for the demonstration, one needs bonitas consequentiae, necessi- 
tas antecedentis simpliciter vel naturalis and notioritas eiusdem; (a. 2, 
sup. 2, pp. 28-29); God can be described using the notions of genus and 
difference.*? It is an essential sign of the nominalistic views of Andrew. 
In the realistic ontology of Aquinas, God cannot be described unequiv- 
ocally, and only the language of analogy can say something about him. 
The nominalists claim that God can be described with the genus and 
difference, which means that God’s essence can be described unequivo- 
cally. It is an important hallmark of the nominalistic spirit of Andrew’s 
philosophy. 

All these distinctions allow Andrew to draw five conclusions about 
God's epistemology. Firstly, God's existence is not accessible in the 
demonstration as a claim scibile propinquum. However, God is knowable 
remotely (scibile demonstrative ut scibile remotum), so the truth about 


personalis benedicta trinitas. Prima pars patet ex conclusione praecedenti, sed 
secunda pars est sancta et immaculata fides catholica. (...) Et posset suaderi 
ratione." 

ANDREAS DE KOKORZINO, Principium I, a. 2, sup. 3, ed. MARKOWSKI, p. 33: 
^Deus est definibilis, quia habet genus et differentiam quae sufficiunt ad defini- 
tionem. Sed tamen non est definibilis definitione quidditativa, quia differentiam 
quidditativam non habet, ut dictum est, sed definitione essentiali.” 

See O. BOULNOIS, Etre et répresentation, Paris 1999, pp. 243-291. 
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his existence is not evident in the Aristotelian understanding of the 
evidence. 

Secondly, God's existence cannot be indicated by the demonstration 
propter quid (from cause to effect), but by the demonstration quia (from 
effect to cause) because God does not depend on any other cause.*° 
However, the inability to prove God's existence propter quid does not 
entail the conclusion that God's essence is imperfect (a. 2, con. 2, corr. 1, 


p. 35). 
In the third and fourth conclusions, Andrew presents his thesis in 
dispute with his magister concurrens — John of Kluczbork. Andrew 


claims that, even though we can get to know the existence of God by 
the demonstration propter quid communiter dicta, God's existence is also 
knowable by definition (cogniscibile definitive). Andrew claims that the 
notion of God also has the genus et differentiam, so it is possible to know 
him by definition. In this way, man can get to know divine essence 
(quidditas Dei), so we can get to know God quiddititative.^ Andrew 
identifies definitional notion with the essential concept: notitia definitiva 
sit quidditativa: si ego scio, quod Deus est Deus, ego scio, quid Deus est, 
quia Deus est Deus et nihil aliud quam Deus (a. 2, con. 3, corr. 1, p. 36). 
We know the substances by the accidents, but the intellect can get to 
know the substance by abstraction, and in this way, by the abstraction, 
we can get to know the divine essence. 

'This thesis is contrary to the opinion of Andrew's magister concurrens 
John of Kluczbork (whom Andrew elsewhere calls adversarius, p. 36), 
who said that we could not get to know divine essence quidditative by 


ANDREAS DE KOKORZINO, Principium I, a. 2, con. 2, ed. MARKOWSKI, p. 34: 
^Licet Deum esse non sit demonstrative demonstratione propter quid proprie 
dicta scibilis, tamen ipsum demonstrative demonstratione quia est sciri est pos- 
sibile.” 

ANDREAS DE KOKORZINO, Principium I, a. 2, con. 3, ed. MARKOWSKI, p. 35: 
“Quamvis Deum esse demonstratione propter quid communiter dicta sit scibile 
demonstrative, tamen ipsum a nobis est etiam cognoscibile definitive.” 
ANDREAS DE KOKORZINO, Principium I, a. 2, con. 3, corr. 1, ed. MARKOWSKI, 
p. 35: “Quidditatem Dei, i.e., quid est Deus, per nostram notitiam nobis natu- 
raliter insertam possumus cognoscere." 

ANDREAS DE KOKORZINO, Principium I, a. 2, con. 3, corr. 1, ed. MARKOWSKI, 
p. 37: "Intellectus potest substantiam abstrahere ab accidentibus, cognoscere et 
formare conceptum simplicem subtantiae. Et ita etiam possumus dicere, quod 
licet ex istis inferioribus ascendamus ad cognitionem Dei et secundum convenien- 
tiam vel disconvenientiam attribuamus sibi multa praedicata, tamen intellectus 
tandem potest elicere conceptum simplicem quo intelligit ipsum abstractive et 
separatim ab aliis." 
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the notions (a. 2, con. 3, corr. 1, pp. 36-37). This claim of Andrew’s 
does not remove the mystery of God: God is understood in general, 
and not in detail, but this cognition is sufficient to say that God is 
known essentially.49 Even though we can get to know God by defini- 
tions and by essence — quidditative (which is a perfect cognition), this 
cognition concerns God only in communi and not in speciali. In this 
way, Andrew’s claims admit the qualitatively better possibility of knowl- 
edge of the divine essence by human reason than the position of John of 
Kluczbork, who maintained that the cognition of the essence of God is 
only possible by traces. 

What is more, Andrew says in the fourth conclusion that the thesis 
Deus est is demonstrable propter quia because all contingent beings de- 
pend on the first cause, ergo est Deus (a. 2, con. 4, pp. 39-40), even 
though this truth is not known by itself (per se nota) because no no- 
tion per se nota is demonstrable (a. 2, con. 5, corr. 1, p. 41). This 
thesis is also asserted in opposition to the *concurrent master" John of 
Kluczbork, who thought that the thesis Deus est is known by itself to 
wise ones. According to Andrew, the first causes, known by themselves, 
are evident to everyone, and therefore, he questions the narrowing of 
the knowledge of God — ez se nota — presented by Kluczbork only to 
educated people. Therefore, concludes Andrew, if knowing God were 
known from itself, there would not be those who deny the existence of 
God (a. 2, con. 5, corr. 2, p. 42-43). 

All these considerations lead Andrew to his fifth and final conclusion, 
which comes back to the initial question that the truth of the unity of 
God is also demonstrable. The proof is given precisely by the notion of 
God as a final goal and based on the perfect order of the universe, which 
demands the unity of the first principle (a. 2, con. 5, pp. 46-47). 

The analysis of the first two known principia from Cracow proves 
that John of Kluczbork and Andrew of Kokorzyn argue about the prin- 
ciples of epistemology and metaphysics during their principal debate. 
While John represented the realistic conception of the description of 
God's essence, which is above the genus and difference (which means 
that God's essence is described only analogically), Andrew claims that 


^9 ANDREAS DE KOKORZINO, Principium I, a. 2, con. 3, corr. 1, ad. 1, ed. 


MARKOWSKI, p. 38: “Licet Deus non potest scientia comprehendi in speciali, 
potest tamen scientia comprehendi in communi et hoc sufficit." 

ANDREAS DE KOKORZINO, Principium I, a. 2, con. 3, corr. 1, ad. 2, ed. 
MARKOWSKI, p. 38: “Perfecta notitia Dei in praesenti via potest haberi in com- 
muni, sed non speciali." 
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we can use the unequivocal language common to the description of other 
beings. The polemic between Andrew and John is a genius discussion 
between two currents of thought in metaphysics at the beginning of the 
existence of the Cracow university: realism and nominalism. As we see 
later, the former dominated in the first half of the fifteenth century in 
Cracow. As Markowski suggests, Andrew was strongly influenced by 
what can be called an Augustinian school represented mostly by major 
theologians of the fourteenth century such as Thomas of Strasbourg, 
Gregory of Rimini, and Conrad of Soltau; Henry Totting of Oyta also 
played an important role being one of the sources for their principia. 
However, Andrew does not invoke their names literally. He argued with 
the realistic Augustinian views of John of Kluczbork, Menso of Beck- 
husen, and Thomas of Strasbourg.?! Markowski also emphasizes that 
the declaration of the nominalist view made by Andrew of Kokorzyn in 
opposition to the realistic views of John of Kluczbork is a sign of his 
eloquence, knowledge, and courage in the presentation of the opinions 
of the via moderna. Therefore, there is no surprise that Andrew was 
considered by his opponent, Andrzej Gałka of Dobczyn,?? as the best 
philosopher of the University of Cracow in the first half of the fifteenth 
century.?? 

Two details on Andrew’s Principium merit noting. The first one is 
that Andrew is the first known theologian from Cracow who adopted the 
scheme of definitions, conclusions, and corollaries in his question, unlike 
John of Kluczbork, who resolved his question without the separated 
place for notes and corollaries. Andrew's modus agendi is characteristic 
of post-Ockham university questions. Secondly, still on the termino- 
logical level, it is interesting to point out the manner to define the contra 
candidate during the principial debate. Currently, the term of socius is 
attested in all other faculties of theology — Paris, Bologna, Oxford, Vi- 
enna, and Prague — but not in Cracow, where Andrew refers to John 
as contra primum principium magistri mei mecum concurrentis et nunc 


Co 


MARKOWSKI, “Poglądy filozoficzne Andrzeja z Kokorzyna,” pp. 88-108, 120-124. 
Cf. P.W. KNOLL, “‘The Worst Heretic:? Andrzej Gałka of Dobczyn in the 
Academic and Ecclesiastical Context of Mid-15*® Century Kraków and Poland,” 
The Polish Review 54/1 (2009), pp. 3-38. 

MARKOWSKI, “Poglądy filozoficzne Andrzeja z Kokorzyna,” p. 56. 

Cf. M.B. CALMA, “La définition du viator dans les commentaires des Sentences 
au XIVe siécle,” in Les innovations du vocabulaire latin à la fin du Moyen Age: 
autour du Glossaire du latin philosophique (philosophie, théologie, science), ed. 
O. WEUERS et al. (Studia Artistarum 24), Turnhout 2010, p. 59. 


[^ o 


bo 


o c 
w 


S 


77 


78 


Wojciech BARAN 


in Sententiis legentis (a. 2, con. 3, corr. 1, p. 37). In fact, the formula 
seems to be in Cracow: magister concurrens and not socius.5° 


James of Nowy Sącz (t ca. 1431-1434) 


James of Nowy Sacz started his philosophical studies in Prague, but 
around 1400 he continued them in Cracow. At the turn of the year 
1402/1403, he was already known in Cracow as a bachelor of arts, and 
before 1408 he became a master of arts. Around 1413-1415, he was 
a biblical bachelor and became bachelor of the Sentences before 1419; 
then, around 1421-1422, he obtained the doctoral biretta. He held the 
office of the university's rector in 1420, and during his studies, he en- 
tered a religious order. Markowski suggests that it could be the Order 
of Cistercians,?" but he later claimed that it was the Order of the Holy 
Spirit. He read his Sentences under the supervision of Nicholas of 
Pyzdry and Francis of Brzeg. From his lecture, only his first Princi- 
pium survived until today,?? which does not contain any reference to a 
magister concurrens, although it seems that he debated with Nicholas 
Budziszyn. His biblical theme is given by a passage from Genesis: Sol 
egressus est super terram (Gen. 19, 23), and the question that he de- 
velops is the following: Utrum sciencia theologica viatorum subalternata 
theologiae beatorum sit realiter ab habitu fidei distincta ac praerequirens 
ut mens scientis eandem sit a Deo specialiter praeillustra. 

This question was edited by Z. Włodek twice: firstly, in 1970 without 
notes, and republished in 2000 all together with an apparatus criticus.© 
James divides his considerations in four articles: two contain presuppo- 
sitions (a. 1 et a. 2, pp. 7-9), and two others contain the quaesita (a. 3 et 
a. 4, pp. 9-11). At the beginning of his considerations, James explains 
that there is no doubt about a scientific dimension of the theology of 


55 Tam grateful to Monica Brinzei for suggesting me this. 


56 M. MARKOWSKI, “Jakub z Nowego Sącza,” MSZHFSS 3 (1964), pp. 3-29; 

WŁODEK, “Filozofia a teologia," p. 41; MARKOWSKI, Dzieje Wydziału Teologii 

Uniwersytetu Krakowskiego, pp. 122-123; K. WÓJCIK, “Jakub z Nowego Sącza,” 

in EFP, vol. 1, pp. 538-539; KNOLL, “A Pearl of Powerful Learning,” p. 487. 

MARKOWSKI, “Jakub z Nowego Sącza,” p. 5. 

MARKOWSKI, Dzieje Wydzialu Teologii Uniwersytetu Krakowskiego, p. 123. 

59 Ms. Kraków, BJ, 1525, ff. 43r-54v; Ms. Wrocław, BU, I Q 381, ff. 442v-443v. 

60 7. WŁODEK, “Filozofia a teologia," pp. 45-54; Z. WŁODEK with cooperation of 
R. TATARZYNSKI, Scripta manent. Textus ad theologiam spectantes in Universi- 
tate Cracoviensi Saeculo XV conscripti, Kraków 2000, pp. 5-11 (I will refer to 
this edition below). 
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the blessed, but only about the theology of wanderers.9! James presents 
the Thomistic distinction between the theology of wanderers which is 
subalternated to the theology of blessed. (a. 1, con. 3, p. 8; a. 2, con. 1, 
pp. 8-9). While the saints get to know God's essence intuitively, the 
wanderers’ cognition demands an intellectual effort: otherwise, a the- 
ologian would not be more perfect in science than an old woman (vetula 
a. 1, con. 1, p. 7). In this presentation of theology, the Thomistic idea 
of theology as a science subalternated is combined with the Augustinian 
concept of illumination (a. 4, con. 1, p. 11). James also puts the em- 
phasis on faith (a. 3, con. 2, p. 10; a. 3, con. 3, pp. 10-11): even though 
the certainty of reason exceeds faith, but faith feeds theology, theology 
presupposes faith and declares its profoundness. 

Cracow's theology in the first half of the fifteenth century, as we will 
see later in the case of the consecutive scholars, is strongly influenced by 
fourteenth century Augustinianism. Markowski concludes that James 
follows the tendency of nominalist Augustinianism in the spirit of Gre- 
gory of Rimini and Henry Totting of Oyta.9? Nevertheless, based on 
the analysis of James's first Principium, he should rather be classified 
as a representative of realistic Augustinianism. One interesting remark 
that should be added here is that the doctrinal content of this text is 
more similar to a prologue of the Sentences than to the principium. In 
the absence of a model about how discussions within principia should 
be conducted, it is possible that, in Cracow, they embraced the model 
of the prologue. 


Nicholas Budziszyn of Cracow (ca. 1382-1424) 


Nicholas Budziszyn was one of the first students at the renewed Uni- 
versity of Cracow who completed his entire education in philosophy and 
theology in Cracow.®* He obtained a master of arts around 1403-1404 
and, before April 23, 1416, he became a biblical bachelor. Before Oc- 
tober 18, 1422, he obtained the licentiate in theology, and later the 


61 IACOBUS DE SANDECIA NOVA, Principium I, diversitas opiniorum, ed. WŁODEK, 
p. 7: *Licet omnes intelligentes dicant theologiam sive notitiam beatorum esse 
scientiam, non tamen omnes hoc dicunt de theologia viatorum." 

MARKOWSKI, “Jakub z Nowego Sacza,” pp. 13-26. 

63 M. MARKOWSKI, “Mikołaj Budissen,” MSZHFSS 3 (1964), pp. 92-119; WŁODEK, 
“Filozofia a teologia," p. 41; MARKOWSKI, Dzieje Wydziatu Teologii Uniwersytetu 
Krakowskiego, pp. 123-125; M. MARKOWSKI, *Mikolaj Budziszyn z Krakowa," 
in EFP, vol. 2, pp. 151-152; KNOLL, “A Pearl of Powerful Learning," p. 488. 
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doctoral biretta. Once he held the office of the university's rector, and 
he was also the rector of the academic Church of St. Anne in Cracow. 

His first Principium survived.9^ We do not know his professors, but 
we know that he argued in the question of his Principium with James of 
Nowy Sacz. His biblical theme was Viam Dei in veritate doces (Matth. 
22, 16), which seems to be very common among sententiar bachelors, es- 
pecially in Vienna. Budziszyn proposes for debate the following ques- 
tion: Utrum theologia militantium, subalternata theologiae triumphan- 
tium, Deum sub ratione abyssali habeat in subiectum. 

This Principium was edited by Z. Włodek twice. Nicholas divides 
his question into two articles: the first investigates whether the theol- 
ogy of militants is subalternated to the theology of triumphants (a. 1, 
pp. 13-16), and the second explores how God is the subject of the the- 
ology of militants: sub ratione determinata et contracta or sub ratione 
deitatis absoluta et abyssali sive confuse (a. 2, pp. 16-19). 

Budziszyn's terminology is interesting; he uses the terms theologia 
militantium and theologia triumphantium, which are not common in 
other principia in Cracow. However, there was a distinction between 
the Ecclesia triumphantium (or triumphans) and the Ecclesia militan- 
tium (or militans), used already in the twelfth century by Alan of Lille 
and Peter Cantor and spread later in the thirteenth century.9/ Nicholas 


9^ Ms. Kraków, BJ, 1525, 14v-26r. 

According to Stegmüller, there are other anonymous principia on the Sen- 
tences with the same theme: the first one in Wrocław (Wroclaw, BU, I F 214, 
ff. 140r-154r, RS 970), two others in Vienna (RS 1376, Wien, Osterreichische Na- 
tionalbibliothek, 4690, ff. 17r-30r; 4719, ff. 10r-51r, which are connected with the 
name of Thomas of Wulfendorf), and another one in Prague (RS 1289 — Praha, 
Národní knihovna České republiky, X.F.26, ff. 10r-11v) containing a note by 
Oyta on principia. 

WLODEK, “Filozofia a teologia," pp. 54-63; WŁODEK, coop. TATARZYNSKI, 
Scripta manent, pp. 12-19. Quoting Budziszyn's Princpium, I refer to the latter. 
ALAN AB INSULIS, Summa ‘Quoniam homines,’ liber 2, tractatus 1, par. 143, 
ed. P. GLORIEUX, p. 281: “Dividitur autem subcelestis gerarchia in tres partes: 
in sinagogam, ecclesiam militantem, et ecclesiam triumphantem.” For PETRUS 
CANTOR, Summa quae dicitur Verbum adbreuiatum (textus alter), cap. 64, ed. 
M. Boutry, (CC CM, 196b), Turnhout 2012, pp. 332-333: “Qui ergo soluerit 
unum de mandatis istis minimis et docuerit sic homines, scilicet soluendum esse 
aliquod etiam minimum mandatum, minimus id est pessimus vocabitur in regno 
celorum, id est “ab his qui erunt in regno celorum", id est in Ecclesia militanti uel 
triumphanti.” In the thirteenth century, after the development of the doctrine 
of purgatory, a third state of the Church was sometimes added, which included 
souls in purgatory, which has been variously called; e.g., Guillaume Durand 
called it Ecclesia purgans, and John Wycliff called it Ecclesia dormientium. Cf. 
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Budziszyn uses this distinction to theology and defines it in the second 
note: Theologia militantium in propositi est habitus theologicus in ho- 
minibus viatoribus, per studium sacrae scripturae acquisitus, sive sit de 
credibilibus sive demonstrabilis articulis, tamen fidei praesuppositis.9* 

It is necessary to mention that Budziszyn presented his Principium 
in the shadow of John Hus, and the condemnation of his doctrine at 
the Council of Constance (1414-1418) where Hus was condemned and 
burned. In this context, the ideas of the new crusades against the Hus- 
sites also spread. The crusades were organized five times in 1420-1431 
at the urging of Popes Martin V and Eugene IV to combat Hussite 
heresy not only by means of speculations, but also by fire and sword.9? 
The speculation on this problem was also developed at the universities, 
e.g., at the beginning of the fifteenth century at the University of Vi- 
enna.” In this context, the expression theologia militantium takes a new 
meaning that is understandable in the historical context. As mentioned 
above, Budziszin understands that theologia militantium is a theology 
acquainted by the viatores — wanderers. This is a term that we have 
already met in the text of James of Nowy Sacz. 

In the first conclusion, Nicholas claims that the relation between the 
theology of triumphants and militants does not fit into any of the mod- 
els of subalternation of the sciences presented in the third note (n. 3, 
pp. 12-13). two theologies have the same subject (a. 1, con. 1, pp. 13-14) 
and the theology of militants is not the part of the theology of tri- 
umphants (a. 1, con. 1, corr. 1, pp. 13-14); there is no difference be- 
tween them because of the method of investigation (a. 1, con. 2, p. 14), 


GUILLELMUS DURANTI SENIOR, DICTUS SPECULATOR, Rationale diuinorum offi- 
ciorum, lib. 4, cap. 51, par. 20, ed. A. DAVRIL and T.M. THIBODEAU, (CC CM, 
140), Turnhout 1995, p. 536: "Ires sunt partes mistici corporis: prima est in celo 
sive in patria, scilicet Ecclesia triumphans; secunda in terra, scilicet Ecclesia mil- 
itans; tertia in purgatorio, et hec dicitur purgans.” Cf. IOHANNES WYCLIFF, De 
Christo et suo aduersario Antichristo (opus polemicum contra papam), cap. 1, 
ed. R. BUDDENSIEG, London 1883, pp. 653-654: “Et sic est triplex ecclesia, scili- 
cet ecclesia triumphancium in celo, ecclesia militancium hic in mundo et ecclesia 
dormiencium in purgatorio" See also: C. THOUZELLIER, “Ecclesia militans," 
in Etudes d'histoire du droit canonique dédiées à Gabriel Le Bras, vol. 2, Paris, 
1965, pp. 1407-1423. 

NICOLAUS BUDISSEN, Principium, nota 2, ed. WLODEK, p. 12. 

About Hussitism in Poland, see: P. KRAS, Husyci w pietnastowiecznej Polsce, 
Lublin 1998. About the Hussites crusades, see: P. MARCZAK, Wojny husyckie, 
Warszawa 2004. 

For the use of this terminology in Vienna, see the commentary of Petrus of 
Pierkenwart and the ongoing research of Matteo Esu on the topic. 
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and two theologies have the same goal — God (a. 1, con. 3, p. 14), and 
finally, the theology of triumphants does not consider God propter quid 
(a. 1, con. 4, pp. 14-15), even though the theology of militants considers 
God quía (a. 1, con. 4, corr. 2, p. 15). Therefore, there is not subalter- 
nation between them according to the four proposed models. Nicholas 
proves that there is no subalternation of the theology of militants to 
the theology of triumphants, and, in this way, he opposes the claims 
of his *concurrent master" James of Nowy Sacz (a. 1, con. 4, corr. 3, 
p. 15), which was analyzed above. Nicholas attacks James, saying that 
he spoke about the subalternation of the articles of faith, which are the 
principles of both theologies, and that he did not speak about their con- 
clusions. Moreover, clear cognition and obscure cognition do not change 
the viewed object: he who looks at something at noon and at dawn 
looks at the same thing, and there is not subalternation between these 
two times of looking (a. 1, con. 4, corr. 3, p. 15). 

In the second article, Nicholas endorses that the theology of militants 
is an intellectual habit (a. 2, con. 1, p. 16), but not in the Aristotelian 
sense of the term. In consecutive conclusions, he makes a litany of 
arguments that demonstrate that the theology of militants does not fit 
the Aristotelian descriptions of the intellectual habit. Theology is based 
on illumination and not on the evident principles available to reason; 
nevertheless, the theology of militants is also based on study.”! Theology 
is neither ars because theology speaks about morality, which is not the 
case in the art (a. 2, con. 3, p. 16-17), nor prudentia, because its source 
is illumination and not the experience (a. 2, con. 4, p. 17). Theology is 
neither suspicio vel opinio because it cannot be wrong, since theology is 
a science of truth, which teaches the truth (a. 2, con. 5, p. 17). 

'Then he presents the second litany demonstrating theology in relation 
to the Aristotelian description of science. Theology is not a science since 
it is not based on the evident principles (a. 2, con. 6, p. 17) but on the 
articles of the faith, which are the principles noted by the light of the 
faith; nevertheless, theology is science in the Augustinian meaning of 
the term. Theology is a science of salvation and the science of faith (sci- 
entia salutis, scientia fidei) (a. 2, con. 6, p. 17). Theology is not wisdom 


7!  NicOLAUS BUDISSEN, Principium, a. 2, con. 2, ed. WŁODEK, p. 16: “Theologia 


militantium non inest nobis a natura et ex lumine naturali, sed infuso, scilicet 
ex fide et ex studio.” 

NICOLAUS BUDISSEN, Principium, a. 2, con. 6, corr. 1, ed. WEODEK, p. 17: 
“Licet theologia militantium non sit scientia procedens ex principiis notis lumine 
supernaturali tamen procedens ex principiis notis lumine fidei.” 
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in the Aristotelian meaning of the term, but, paradoxically, it presents 
a better wisdom than metaphysics because it is based on faith, which 
is not supposed by metaphysics (a. 2, con. 7, p. 17). The theology of 
militants is a science like any other science, because sciencia est alicuius 
subiecti scibilis (a. 2, con. 8, p. 17). The theology of militants has as a 
subject God — the terminus communissimus to whom everything else 
is subordinated in theology, so theology has an angle at which it exam- 
ines its subject.” In the theology of militants, God is not the subject 
sub ratione abyssali sive infinita — this is the case in the theology of 
triumphants — so two theologies have the same subject — God — but 
they consider it differently./^ Only God can consider God sub ratione 
absoluta (a. 2, con. 10, ad 1, p. 18). Even though the triumphants con- 
template the infinity of God, their human capacities are constrained, 
and they contemplate God sub ratione contracta, (a. 2, con. 10, ad 2, 
pp. 18-19), although the theology of militants is a noble science and con- 
siders God sub ratione valde nobili, et talis ratio potest esse contracta et 
specialis (a. 2, con. 10, ad 3, p. 19). 

The eleventh and last conclusion answers the initial question. The 
theology of militants, which is not subalternated to the theology of tri- 
umphants, has God as its subject sub ratione contracta et speciali and 
not sub ratione abyssali sive infinita (a. 2, con. 11, p. 19). The theology 
of militants concerns the true God, summe diligibilis. That means that 
the theology of militants is not a practical science but speculative one; 
it differs from the cognition of God known by the triumphants (a. 2, 
con. 11, p. 19). 

Summing up, Nicholas Budziszyn represents the views of Thomas of 
Strasbourg, who understands theology as science and wisdom. We have 
already found a similar concept of the reconciliation of two conceptions 
of theology in the thought of John of Kluczbork, and we will find in it 
the first Principium of Benedict Hesse of Cracow. There are also similar- 
ities between the text of Nicholas Budziszyn and Conrad of Soltau, and 
Nicholas reused the text of Conrad of Soltau, as Markowski proved.” 


75 NICOLAUS BUDISSEN, Principium, a. 2, con. 9, ed. WEODEK, p. 18: *Deus 


est terminus communissimus, in theologia militantum consideratus, ad quem 
omnia in ipsa considerata habent attributionem <et> non excedunt metas illius 
scientiae." 

NICOLAUS BUDISSEN, Principium, a. 2, con. 10, ed. WŁODEK, p. 18: “Theologiae 
militantium et «scientiae» Dei «non» est idem subiectum sub eadem ratione, 
quia absoluta et abyssali.” 

MARKOWSKI, *Mikolaj Budissen," pp. 108-114. 
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'Thomas of Strasbourg faces a similar question as Budziszyn in his 
questions on the Sentences: An Deus sub ratione absoluta subiciatur in 
sacra theologia, ? and his answer is negative, as is the answer of Ni- 
cholas Budziszyn. Unlike Thomas of Strasbourg and James of Nowy 
Sacz, Budziszyn's magister concurrens, Nicholas refuses the subalterna- 
tion of the theology of wanderers to the theology of the blessed, which 
he respectively calls theologia militantium and theologia triumphantium, 
which is significant in the Hussite context. Nevertheless, in a Thomistic 
spirit, Nicholas admits that theology has a speculative and not a prac- 
tical goal. All this is done in dialogue with the Aristotelian methods of 
science, which allow Nicholas to say what theology is not. 


Nicholas Koztowski 
(ca. 1378 — t November 6, 1443) 


Nicholas Kozlowski started his philosophical studies in Prague, where he 
became a bachelor of arts in 1398, in the same year as Jerome of Prague, 
and in 1402 he became a master of arts when the dean of this faculty 
was John Hus.” Then he came to the University of Cracow where he 
became the rector in 1410. In 1412, he was a bachelor of the Bible, 
and around 1420, he started commenting on the Sentences. Before July 
4, 1425, he became a doctor in theology. In 1414-1420, he was vice- 
chancellor of the university, and in 1431 he took part in discussion with 
the Hussites in the royal castle in Cracow. He was the canon in St. 
Florian's chapter and then in the cathedral chapter. In 1440 he was 
elected dean of the faculty of theology, and he represented the bishop of 
Cracow for the Council of Basel in 1433. Nicholas was also one of the 
important intellectual authorities in the environment of Cracow. He left 
an extremely popular in the fifteenth-century collection of moral and 
juridical solutions to the cases."? 


76 THOMAS DE ARGENTINA, Commentartia in III librum Sententiarum, I, Prol., 


q. 1, ed. Venetiis 1564, ff. 2v-4v. 

M. MARKOWSKI, “Mikołaj Kozlowski,” pp. 76-141; Z. WŁODEK, “Filozofia 

a teologia,” p. 41; M. KOWALCZYK, “Z badań nad życiem i biblioteką 

Mikołaja Kozłowskiego,” Biuletyn Biblioteki Jagiellońskiej 22 (1972), pp. 19-28; 

MARKOWSKI, Dzieje Wydziału Teologii Uniwersytetu Krakowskiego, pp. 129-132; 

M. MARKOWSKI, “Mikołaj z Kozłowa,” in EFP, vol. 2, pp. 158-159; KNOLL, “A 

Pearl of Powerful Learning,” p. 485. 

78 M. MARKOWSKI, “Mikołaj Kozłowski,” pp. 100-104; See: “Casus pulchri de 
vitandis erroribus conscientiae purae." Orzeczenia kazuistyczne kanonistow i 
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He is the first theologian from Cracow whose entire collection of Prin- 
cipia is preserved until today." His professor was Nicholas of Pyzdry, 
and his “concurrent master” was Nicholas Budziszyn.? He chose the 
biblical theme Sume tibi librum grandem (Is. 8, 1). What could be 
noteworthy is that Kozlowski seemingly used the same theme in his 
biblical Principium conserved in ms. Kraków, BJ, 2215, ff. 181v-190r 
dated 1412, the year of Kozlowski's promotion on bachelor of the Bible. 
'This manuscript also includes other Kozlowski's texts copied by Lucas 
of Wielki Kozmin’s hand. P) Nevertheless, these suppositions should be 
deepened by comparing Kozlowski's text. His questions of principia are 
as follows: 


P1: Utrum scientia theologiae subiectum habeat attributionis sicut 
aliae scientiae humanitus adinventae. 

P2: Utrum creaturarum diversa universitas initium habeat ab unica 
causa omnium voluntaria. 

P3: Utrum lapsus humanae naturae reparari poterat alio modo quam 
per incarnationem divinae personae. 

P4: Utrum pro quolibet tempore sacramenta erant necessario instituta 
pro salutis assecutione. 


The question from the first Principium was edited in 1970 by K. W6j- 
ck PI Nicholas divides his question into three articles: in the first, he 
demonstrates that the theological habit is not a scientific habit (a. 1, 
pp. 138-141); in the second, he argues with his “concurrent master,” 
defending the subordination of theology of wanderers and the scientific 
status of theology (a. 2, pp. 141-152); and then in the third one, he 


teologów krakowskich z XV w., ed. K. BRACHA, Warszawa 2013. 

The first Principium: ms. Kraków, BJ, 1525, ff. 1r-12v; the second Principium: 
ms. Kraków, BJ, 1620, ff. 2r-7v; the third Principium: ms. Kraków, BJ, 1524, 
ff. 2r-11r; (earlier this Principium was attributed by M. Markowski to Nicholas 
Budziszyn); and the fourth Principium: ms. Kraków, BJ, 1520, ff. 1r-8r. Ms. 
Kraków, BJ, 1529, ff. 2v-6r. 

MARKOWSKI, *Mikolaj Budissen," pp. 114-118. 

In ms. Kraków, BJ, 2215, there are three drafts of the praise of the Holy Scripture 
on the theme chosen by Kozłowski in Summe tibi librum grandem, which demand 
a deeper look: the first draft is ff. 144r-145v; the second draft is ff. 155r-158v; 
and notes of the praise based on the same theme are in ff. 173v-174r. Cf. 
KOWALCZYK, typescript [Opis ms. Kraków, BJ, 2215]. M. Kowalczyk, in her 
typescript describing this manuscript, gives the wrong numbers of folios, which 
I correct here. 

K. Wójcik, “Wykład wstępny Mikołaja Kozłowskiego do I Księgi Sentencji Pi- 
otra Lombarda w rękopisie BJ 1525,” MHFSP 1(12) (1970), pp. 123-159. 
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takes into consideration whether we can distinguish in the theological 
science a subject of attribution as it has place in the secular sciences 
(a. 3, pp. 152-153). 

In the first article, he uses a series of corollaries to demonstrate the ne- 
cessity of divine revelation to achieve the final goal of men — salvation. 
Nicholas says that theology can be understood in different ways. Firstly, 
theology is a habit revealed by God to the prophets and saints, which 
is necessary to salvation, next to philosophy (a. 1, nota 1, pp. 138-139). 
Man is ordinated to eternal salvation as a final goal, which is inaccessi- 
ble to human reason, so this goal should be previously known by divine 
revelation (a. 1, nota 1, p. 139). It is difficult for man to discover his 
final goal without errors, which are exemplified in the case of the errant 
natural philosophers (a. 1, nota 1, corr. 2, p. 139). For this reason, 
man needs a divine revelation to get to know the sense of human exis- 
tence. Even though a man has knowledge of morality and metaphysics, 
to obtain salvation he also needs cognitio infusa, which is identified by 
Nicholas with faith (a. 1, nota 1, corr. 3, p. 139). Embracing Aquinas's 
doctrine, Nicholas states that man can achieve his final goal naturally 
but imperfectly. Nevertheless, even in this case, it is also by the grace 
of God (a. 1, nota 1, corr. 4, pp. 139-140), otherwise man could achieve 
salvation without grace, which is Pelagius's heresy. 

These considerations lead Nicholas to the conclusion that theology 
does not belong to the genre of scientific acquisition. The certitude of 
theology is not based on evident principles but on faith (a. 1, con. 1, 
p. 140). The data of theology come from revelation and not from natural 
reasoning (a. 1, con. 1, corr. 1, p. 140), even though man can get to 
know the effects of the divine actions and even though he has a natural 
inclination to get to know God (a. 1, con. 1, corr. 2, p. 140). By reasoning 
about creation, man can be aware of God (intelligere), but he cannot 
come to his cognition (cognitio). For the proper and special cognition of 
God, man needs revelation because metaphysics can give only a general 
cognition of God (a. 1, con. 1, corr. 4, p. 141). The cognition of God does 
not have to be revealed in multiple ways with numerous sciences. God 
is one and simple, and he exceeds the multiple forms of knowledge and 
creation, thus the different sciences can understand him only analogically 
(a. 1, con. 1, corr. 5, p. 141). Summing up, in the first understanding 
of the notion of theology, it is not a scientific habit but practical science 
that helps achieve salvation. 
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At the beginning of the second article, Nicholas passes on to the second 
understanding of the notion of theology, which is a habit of multiple 
forms acquired by the study of the Holy Scripture according to the 
multiple senses of the Bible (a. 2, nota 1, pp. 141-142). In the first 
conclusion, Nicholas proves that theology is a science: the theological 
investigation is a kind of scientific investigation (a. 2, con. 1, p. 142), and 
the subject of the habitus fidei investigated in the first article is the same 
as the habitus scientificus investigated here. Therefore, the scientific 
cognition is appropriate to the object of theology (obiecto theologicae 
convenit scientifica cognition, p. 142.). For this reason, the philosophers 
could correctly say something about God that is also given by revelation 
(hoc ipsum profitetur fides catholica, p. 142). According to Nicholas, 
there is no contradiction between theology and faith. On the contrary, 
theology based on faith expands and enlarges faith (a. 2, con. 1, corr. 3, 
p. 142). Nevertheless, describing the relationship between theology and 
other sciences, Nicholas claims that theology is not the sister of the other 
sciences, but instead their senior — the other sciences are its vassals 
(a. 2, con. 1, corr. 3, p. 143). 

'The second conclusion is the most developed of this article and, at the 
same time, the most chaotic because it has many excursions and litanies 
of corollaries after sub-conclusions. The main conclusion is as follows: 
theology is a science in the proper sense because it draws its evident 
and necessary conclusions by reasoning from the principles not known 
by itself (a. 2, con. 2, p. 143). This thesis was denied by Budziszyn, 
who claimed that theology is a science, but in the narrow sense and 
not in the proper sense of the term. Budziszyn said this because he 
denied the subordination of the theology of militants to the theology of 
triumphants, and taught that theology is not based on evident notions. 

Summing up, in the second article, Nicholas proves that the theology 
of wanderers is a proper science in the Aristotelian sense (con. 1 and 2) 
and is subordinated to the theology of the blessed in the Thomistic sense 
(con. 3); it is a science quía, in contrast to the theology of the blessed, 
which is a science propter quid (con. 4). 

In the third article, Kozlowski returns to the initial question concern- 
ing the subiectum atributionis of theology. Kozlowski says that each 
science should contain: 1) a subject — in theology, there are res et 
signa; 2) the principal subject of consideration — in theology, it is the 
cognition of God; and 3) a formal and material object (quemamodum 
et res) — in theology, they are inspiration and faith, respectively (a. 3, 
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nota 1, pp. 152-153). Theology as a science cannot have a perfect sub- 
ject because its subject does not totally fit these distinctions (a. 3, nota 
1, corr. 1, p. 153). In theology, it is not possible to distinguish one un- 
equivocal term that covers the whole of these distinctions (a. 3, nota 1, 
corr. 2, p. 153), thus it is necessary to distinguish in theology a circumlo- 
cutorium subiectum (p. 153). Even though circumlocutorium subiectum 
can be understood as a subject of theology, Kozlowski states that the 
adequate subject of theology is a divine entity cognizable by the inspi- 
ration (a. 3, con. 1, p. 153). In this way, he denies the claim of his 
magister concurrens that God is an adequate subject of theology. He 
rejects this thesis because, if so, God should be examined only in one 
way (a. 3, con. 1, corr. 1, p. 153), while many ways of examination befit 
God: God should be considered as the creator, redeemer, and so on, 
so Budziszyn's solution should be refused as ambiguous. 

In his solutions, Kozlowski combines the Augustinian concept of il- 
lumination, needed to achieve salvation, with the Thomistic vision of 
theology as a science subalternated to God's knowledge. In his polemic 
with magister concurrens, Kozlowski defends this scientific dimension 
and subordination of one theology and points out that God is not an 
adequate subject of theology. The analysis of Kozlowski's question is 
complicated because of its structure and Latin constructions. Moreover, 
the author constantly deals with Budziszyn's question in the context of 
the conception of science and theology, and the reading of Kozlowski's 
text assumes the knowledge of this context. 

As Markowski claims, in the second Principium, Kozlowski states 
that, philosophically, the world could not have a beginning, but the- 
ologically, it is necessary to admit that the world is created in time. 
Embracing Aquinas's vision, Kozlowski endorses that the contingent en- 
tities depend on God. Their existence in God is on a higher level than 
their existence in themselves. On the one hand, Kozlowski's thought 
could be classified as following Markowski's interpretation as nominal- 
ist Augustinianism, influenced by Richard of St. Victor and Gregory of 


55 NICOLAUS KOZŁOWSKI, Principium I, a. 3, con. 1, corr. 2, ed. WÓJCIK, p. 153: 
^Magister meus, ponendo Deum sub ratione contracta pro subiecto istius scien- 
tiae, non sufficienter subiecti rationem expressit. Patet sic, ex quo enim multae 
contractiones conveniunt Deo: est enim Creator, Redemptor, Salvator, Glorifi- 
cator. Et quia infinita perfectio et infinita praedicta perfectionalia conveniunt 
sibi per quae contrahitur, dubium est sub qua contractione fuerit subiectum." 


84 MARKOWSKI, “Mikołaj Kozłowski,” p. 93. 
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Rimini? In another article, Markowski endorses the idea that Nicholas 
is a representative of realistic Augustinianism.°® However, on the other 
hand, as we saw in the first Principium, he considers theology as a sci- 
ence in the spirit of Aquinas. In his question of the first Principium, 
Kozlowski bases his conclusion about the scientific state of theology on 
the scholars of via antiqua by Thomas Aquinas and Alexander of Hales, 
who are widely quoted. It must be admitted that he tries to reconcile the 
scientific dimension of theology with its practical dimension. In this way, 
Kozlowski should be classified in the realist current of Augustinianism 
with the influence of Thomas and Alexander, instead of the nominalist 
current. 

Nicholas was the first Cracovian scholar who used the anonymous 
questions on the Sentences: Utrum Deus gloriosus," which were long 
used in Cracow by numerous scholars. He also left his glosses on an- 
other anonymous commentary in the form of exposition Communis Lec- 
tura Pragensis, known by the first generation of Cracow’s scholars.*?? 
Both commentaries of Prague's provenience characterized by Augus- 
tinian thought were well known and disseminated in Cracow, and they 


MARKOWSKI, Dzieje Wydziału Teologii Uniwersytetu Krakowskiego, pp. 131-132. 
MARKOWSKI, “Poglądy filozoficzne Andrzeja z Kokorzyna,” p. 124. 

57 ` WOCH, “Wykład wstępny Mikołaja Kozłowskiego” pp. 119-120. Z. Włodek 
edited two first books. She also gave the list of the questions from the two 
later books: Z. WŁODEK, “Krakowski komentarz z XV wieku do Sentencji Pi- 
otra Lombarda. Część pierwsza. Wstęp historyczny i edycja tekstu księgi I i 
IL" SM 7 (1966), pp. 125-355; Z. WŁODEK, “Krakowski komentarz z XV wieku 
do Sentencji Piotra Lombarda. W poszukiwaniu tendencji doktrynalnych na 
wydziale teologicznym Uniwersytetu Krakowskiego w XV wieku. Cz. 2: Ten- 
dencje doktrynalne komentarza,” SM 9 (1968), pp. 245-291; Z. KALUZA, “Un 
manuel de théologie en usage à l’Université de Cracovie: le commentaire des 
Sentences dit Utrum Deus Gloriosus,” in L’Eglise et le peuple chrétien dans les 
pays de l'Europe du Centre-est et du Nord (XIVe-XVe siècles). Actes du col- 
loque de Rome (27-29 janvier 1986), Rome 1990, pp. 107-124; KNOLL, “A Pearl 
of Powerful Learning,” pp. 472-483. The text of the commentary Utrum Deus 
Gloriosus is accessible online: http://magistersententiarum.com/ (last accessed 
25.02.2023). 

A. POETAWSKI, “Communis Lectura Pragensis," MPP 1 (1958), pp. 11-27. 
Z. Wtodek gives the list of the questions from this commentary: WLODEK, coop. 
TATARZYNSKI, Scripta manent, pp. 295-305. She also edited some questions 
from the first book: WŁODEK, coop. TATARZYNSKI, Scripta manent, pp. 43-59. 
59 John Isner (around 1350-May 5, 1411) — probably the first person graduated at 
the Faculty of Theology in Cracow who studied philosophy in Prague, brought 
the manuscript with this commentary to Poland at the turn of the LA and 15^ 
centuries. This manuscript survived — ms. Kraków, BJ, 2227. MARKOWSKI, 
Dzieje Wydziatu Teologii Uniwersytetu Krakowskiego, pp. 100—103. 
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were the basis of the own commentaries on the Sentences for many other 
scholars." Using and commenting on the same local textbooks on the 
Sentences in Cracow is similar to Vienna’s practice. Viennese textbooks 
are called the Vienna Group Hl so by analogy, we can call these two Cra- 
covian basic manuals with the following of the Cracovian scholars the 
Cracow Group.?? This topic should be more deeply investigated, but the 
lack of a critical edition of the questions Utrum Deus Gloriosus for the 
third and fourth book, the commentary Communis Lectura Pragensis, 
and of subsequent commentaries make a detailed examination of the 
issue impossible today. 

In conclusion, the four principia conserved in ms. Kraków, BJ, 1525 
(Andrew of Kokorzyn, James of Nowy Sacz, Nicholas Budziszyn of Cra- 
cow, and Nicholas Kozlowski) are precious witnesses of a significant role 
of the first principium played among the Cracovian theologians. We do 
not know other principia from three of the four authors whose texts are 
preserved in this manuscript. Secondly, the manuscript demonstrates 
the real debates between the young scholars who scrupulously quote 
their magistri concurrentes. These scrupulous quotations allow us to 
conclude that the scholars had to have written a text of principia of 
their opponents; it seems impossible to quote opinions of the opponent 
with such precision just from their notes written during delivery via 
speech. 

'Thanks to the content's analysis, we can say that the unique represen- 
tative of nominalist Augustinianism, based on Gregory of Rimini, Henry 
Totting of Oyta, and Conrad of Soltau, is Andrew of Kokorzyn. Besides 
him, the similar views had only one of the first scholars of Cracow who 
came here from Prague — Bartholomew of Jasto.°? In this way, Andrew 
of Kokorzyn contributes to the formation of vía communis in Cracow, 
which tries to harmonize the trends of the via antiqua of Parisian realists 
from the thirteenth century with the via moderna of the nominalists and 


90 About the commentary Utrum Deus Gloriosus and the Cracovian tradition of 


commentaries on the commentaries, see: WEODEK, “Krakowski komentarz z XV 
wieku do Sentencji Piotra Lombarda. Część pierwsza,” pp. 125-135; KNOLL, “A 
Pearl of Powerful Learning," pp. 483-492. 

M. BRÎNZEI, CH. SCHABEL, “The Past, Present and Future of Late Medieval 
Theology: The Commentary on the Sentences of Nicholas of Dinkelsbühl, Vienna 
ca. 1400,” in Medieval Commentaries on the Sentences of Peter Lombard, ed. 
P.W. ROSEMANN, vol. 3, Leiden 2014, pp. 174-266. 

I am grateful to Monica Brinzei for suggesting me this. 

MARKOWSKI, “Poglady filozoficzne Andrzeja z Kokorzyna," p. 127. 
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Augustinians from the fourteenth century.?^ However, the first genera- 
tion of Cracow's scholars — John of Kluczbork, James of Nowy Sacz, 
Nicholas Budziszyn, and Nicholas Kozlowski — represent realistic Au- 
gustinianism in the spirit of Giles of Rome, Thomas of Strasbourg, and 
Menso of Beckhusen. It is not so surprising that, in the Jagiellonian 
Library, many manuscripts with the commentaries on the Sentences of 
Thomas of Strasbourg survived until today (mss. Kraków, BJ 1746; 
BJ 1747; BJ 1748; BJ 1749; BJ 1750; BJ 1751; BJ 1752; BJ 1753; BJ 
1754; BJ 1755; and BJ 2206).°° That manifests the wide success of the 
reception of the ideas of Thomas of Strasbourg in Cracow and with the 
strong impact of two anonymous Augustinian commentaries on the Sen- 
tences presented in Cracow, at least from the time of Kozlowski. It can 
lead to the conclusion that the Cracow Group represents the current of 
Augustinianism and the via communis cultivated in Cracow, is, in fact, 
via argentina. 


Sigismund of Pyzdry (ca. 1393 — t 1428) 


Sigismund of Pyzdry® enrolled at the University in 1411. One year 
later, he became a bachelor of arts, and in 1417, he obtained à master of 
arts. He was presented to the lectures on the Bible in the academic year 
1422-1423 by Nicholas of Pyzdry, and then he became the university's 
rector. After Nicholas Budziszyn, he was also the rector of the Church 
of St. Anne in Cracow. He commented on the Sentences in 1426-1428, 
but this task was interrupted by his sudden death. 

He chose the biblical theme Flecto genua mea ad Patrem Domini nos- 
tri lesu Christi (Eph. 3, 14), which was also the theme of Bonaventure 
for his prologue to his Breviloquium (RS 117). His autograph survived 
until today with three of four principia:?" 
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MARKOWSKI, Dzieje Wydziału Teologii Uniwersytetu Krakowskiego, pp. 118-120. 

MARKOWSKI, “Poglądy filozoficzne Andrzeja z Kokorzyna,” pp. 124-125. 

9 M. MARKOWSKI, “Zygmunt z Pyzdr, MSZHFSS 5 (1965), pp. 169-205; 
WLODEK, “Filozofia a teologia," pp. 41-42; MARKOWSKI, Dzieje Wydziału 
Teologii Uniwersytetu Krakowskiego, pp. 134-136; S. WIELGUS, “Zygmunt z 
Pyzdr," in EFP, vol. 2, pp. 903-904; KNOLL, “A Pearl of Powerful Learning,” 
pp. 488-489; M. MAGA, “Vivus docui, nec cesso docere mortuus. The Tragic 
Death of Sigismundus de Pyzdry, an Opportunity in the Study of the Sentences 
Commentaries," Philobiblon 25/1 (2020), pp. 5-30. 

97 Ms. Kraków, BJ, 325; the first Principium: ff. 125r-130v; the second Princi- 

pium: ff. 131v-135v; and the fourth Principium, ff. 138r-142v. 
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P1: Utrum per studium sacrae scripturae acquiratur habitus alius a 
fide. 

P2: Utrum creaturarum diversa universitas initium habeat ab unica 
causa omnium, voluntaria. 

P4: Utrum pro quolibet tempore sacramenta erant necessario instituta 
pro salutis assecutione. 


Sigismund struggles with the same aforementioned questions as Nicho- 
las Kozłowski in the second and fourth Principium, so the relationship 
between these texts should be explored. Even though the texts of the 
second and fourth Principia of Sigismund are his autographs, it could 
turn out that they are just copies of Kozlowski's texts. 

The question from the first Principium was recently published as a 
critical edition by M. Maga,’ and the text without notes had been 
published 50 years earlier by Z. Wlodek.?? As M. Maga proves in de- 
tail,100 Sigismund proposes for his first Principium the same question 
as in the principia of Conrad of Soltau (RS 175). Sigismund shortened 
reused Conrad's text, while Conrad of Soltau had already reused the 
text of Thomas of Strasbourg. 

Sigismund divides his question into three conclusions: in the first 
one, he examines the principal question of principium if the study of 
the Holy Scripture gives another habit than faith (con. 1, pp. 23-25); 
in the second one, he examines theology as a science corresponding to 
the Aristotelian intellectual habits (scientia, sapientia, ars, prudentia) 
(con. 2, pp. 25-29); and in the third one he investigates the certitude of 
the theological statements (con. 3, pp. 29-30). 

The first article points out that one can achieve a theological habit 
different from faith by studying theology. By the study of the Holy Scrip- 
ture, one can achieve the pure theological habitus de pure credibilibus, 
fide tamen praecedente (con. 1, p. 23). For this reason, any pagan cannot 
achieve this habit. Nevertheless, it is possible also to achieve a theologi- 
cus habitus without faith because the Bible also speaks about morality 
and nature, which are accessible by the natural light of reason.!°! This 


MAGA, “Vivus docui, nec cesso docere mortuus," pp. 22-30. 

WLODEK, “Filozofia a teologia," pp. 64-71. 

MAGA, “Vivus docui, nec cesso docere mortuus," pp. 11-16. 

SIGISMUNDUS DE PYZDRY, Principium I, con. 1, corr. 2, ed. MAGA, p. 24: 
^In Lege et in Evangelio multa sunt tradita quae pertinent ad ius naturale, 
ex quibus etiam in Lege et in Evangelio proceditur discursive ad alia; similiter 
etiam in libris Salomonis multa sunt posita moralia et naturalia quibus paganus 
vel infidelis assistit sine fide sanctae Ecclesiae." 
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truth leads to the conclusion that by the study of theology it is possible 
to achieve another habit from faith without preceding faith, thus the 
habit achieved by the study of the Bible is different than faith (con. 1, 
corr. 3, pp. 24-25). After considering these premises, Sigismund refuses 
the opinion of his magister concurrens, who claimed that credibilia could 
not be examined by pure reason (con. 1, corr. 4, p. 25). 

'The second conclusion is a defense of the scientific dimension of the- 
ology. According to Sigismund, achieving the theological habit by the 
study of theology is a full-fledged science.!°? Even though someone re- 
fused the scientific dimension of theology because theology is based on 
the pura credibilia and not on the premises of reason, such authorities 
as Augustine or Richard of St. Victor often call theology a science. 
What is more, even though sciences like economics or politics prove their 
statements in a “passive way from its subject” (loco passionis de suo 
subiecto), they are the scientific habits and prove theirs claims infallibly. 
Therefore, if theology uses a similar method, its scientific value cannot 
be refused.!°? Theology is not a science communiter dicta — as Sigis- 
mund's opponent claimed — because theology does not fit the hallmarks 
of sciences concerning the certitude of statements.!°4 Even though the 
theological habit is not like the other intellectual habits, it can be rightly 
called wisdom (con. 2, corr. 2, p. 26) because the theological habit fits 
the six hallmarks described by Aristotle: Prima est quod ipsum contin- 
git omnia scire; secunda, difficillima scire, tertia, quod sciat ea certe; 
quarta, quod consideret causas causarum; quinta, quod sit talis scientia 
sui gratia, sexta quod ordinet et non ordinetur (con. 2, corr. 2, p. 27). 


10? SIGISMUNDUS DE PYZDRY, Principium I, con. 2, ed. MAGA, p. 25: “Habitus 


theologicus per studium sacrae Scripturae acquisitus non est proprio vocabulo 
aput quoscumque Sacras Litteras ignorantes nominatus, scientia tamen recte 
nominandus.” 

SIGISMUNDUS DE PYZDRY, Principium I, con. 2, ed. MAGA, pp. 25-26: “Omnis 
habitus qui probat aliquid loco passionis de suo subiecto non minus infallibiter 
ratione quam facit oeconomica vel politica, ille habitus est vere scientificus vel 
vera scientia; sed habitus theologicus est huiusmodi; ergo habitus theologicus est 
vera scientia.” 

SIGISMUNDUS DE PYZDRY, Principium I, con. 2, corr. 1, ed. MAGA, p. 26: 
“Quia secundum communiter loquentes de scientia, tribus modis capitur scientia 
communiter dicta: primo modo pro habitu principiorum; secundo modo pro 
habitu aliquo quo cognoscitur aliquid universaliter ex argumento probabili, prout 
fit frequenter in moralibus; tertio modo pro habitu aliquo quo cognoscitur aliquod 
universale ex singularibus per sensum et experientiam cognitis, ut quod omnis 
ignis est calidus. Modo notum est quod talis evidentia non est articulorum fidei, 
nec alicuius conclusionis pure theologicae." 
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Sigismund claims that theology is only a scientia speculativa and it is 
not mixed with the practical dimension, as was claimed by Sigismund's 
magister concurrens (con. 2, corr. 3, p. 27) because theology, in terms 
of object matter and goal matter, is a real speculative science. Sigis- 
mund confirms the thesis of his magister concurrens that the articles of 
faith are considered as the principles of theology (con. 2, corr. 4, p. 28). 
Nevertheless, contrary to his opponent, Sigismund claims that they are 
different from the axioms known from the sciences because the axioms 
of sciences are internal to the human intellect and the articles of faith 
are known from the faith.105 

In the third conclusion, Sigismund claims that the cognition of theol- 
ogy gives clearer cognition of credibilia fidei catholicae (con. 3, p. 29). 
According to Augustine, theology contributes to the growth, nourish- 
ment, defense, and strengthening of faith. Divine illumination gives 
growth to the small by the light of faith and to the bigger by the light of 
wisdom attained through theology. Nevertheless, theology does not re- 
place faith, and although theology gives stronger certitudo speculationis, 
faith gives stronger certitudo adhaesionis. (con. 3, corr. 2, p. 30). 

Summing up, Sigismund represents the Augustinian current, which 
emphasizes the necessity of illumination and tries to harmonize wisdom 
and the scientific dimension of the theology understood as a speculative 
science in the Thomistic spirit. As M. Markowski points out, in his 
Sentences, Sigismund embraced the thinking on the commentary of Peter 
of Tarentaise and the commentary Communis Lectura Pragensis, and 
these views classify him in the trend of realistic Augustinianism.!06 

The analysis of Sigismund's Principium also gives us another detail 
worth mentioning from the tradition of the principia at the University 
of Cracow: as Sigismund mentions, the magister concurrens was a direct 
predecessor of the bachelor presenting his Principium.107 

In the question of the second Principium, concerning the world's eter- 
nity, Sigismund claims that it is possible to prove both eternity and the 
creation of the world intellectually; there is no contradiction between 
these two claims. In this way, Sigismund represents one of the Thomistic 


105 SIGISMUNDUS DE PYZDRY, Principium I, con. 2, corr. 5, ed. MAGA, p. 29: “Arti- 


culi vero fidei intellectum excedunt non sic quod non possent rationibus elucidari, 
quia in hoc oppositum dixi magistro meo reverendo sententiario praecedenti." 
106 MARKOWSKI, “Zygmunt z Pyzdr," pp. 179-180, 186-201. 
SIGISMUNDUS DE PYZDRY, Principium I, con. 2, corr. 3, ed. MAGA, p. 26: “Po- 
sitio magistri mei reverendi sententiarii immediate praecedentis quoad tertium 
articulum suae positionis non est bene posita.” 
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opinions again. The four forms of existences of the being — in them- 
selves, in God, in our cognition, and in abstraction — enumerated by 
Sigismund are also typical of Aquinas's thought.!08 


Benedict Hesse of Cracow (ca. 1389 — f 1456) 


Benedict Hesse of Cracow enrolled at the University of Cracow in 1407 
and obtained his title as master of arts in 1415.19 He became the 
bachelor of the Bible in 1425, and during 1428-1430, he commented 
on the Sentences. Extraordinary is that he started to comment on the 
Sentences with the fourth book because his predecessor Sigismund died, 
and somebody had to take over the lectures. In 1431, he obtained a 
doctorate in theology and participated in the famous discussion with 
the Hussites in Cracow in the royal castle in 1431. He was elected two 
times as dean of the Faculty of Arts, and several times, he held the 
office of the university’s rector. He was also the canon of St. Florian’s 
Chapter and then of the cathedral chapter. He was a conciliarist!!? and 
author of commentaries on Aristotle's works.!!! His manuscripts with 


108 MARKOWSKI, “Zygmunt z Pyzdr," pp. 182-185. 


M. RECHOWICZ, Sw. Jan Kanty i Benedykt Hesse w świetle krakowskiej kom- 
pilacji teologicznej z XV wieku, Lublin 1958, pp. 34-51; M. MARKOWSKI, 
“Wykłady wstępne i komentarze do Sentencji Benedykta Hessego z Krakowa,” 
MSZHFSS 4 (1965), pp. 334-340; WEODEK, “Filozofia a teologia," p. 42; 
MARKOWSKI, Dzieje Wydziatu Teologii Uniwersytetu Krakowskiego, pp. 139-142; 
M. OzoROWSKkI, “Życie i działalność Benedykta Hessego,” Studia Teologiczne 16 
(1998), pp. 79-92; S. WiELGUS, *Benedykt Hesse," in EFP, vol. 1, pp. 94-96, 
English version: http://www.ptta.pl/pef/haslaen/b/benedykthesse.pdf (last ac- 
cessed 25.02.2023); R. TATARZYNSKI, ^Autograf Benedykta Hessego," PT 14 
(2008), pp. 187-204; KNOLL, *A Pearl of Powerful Learning," pp. 512-513. 
BENEDICTUS HESSE, Tractatus brevior, ed. W. BUCICHOWSKI, in Polskie Trak- 
taty Koncyliarystyczne z polowy XV wieku, ed. W. BUCICHOWSKI, Warszawa 
1987, pp. 29-43. 

LE. ZIELIŃSKI, “Kwestie wstępne do Disputata in veterem artem według 
Benedykta Hesse, qu. I-IV (BJ 2037, 2043," Acta Mediaevalia (later in the 
paper: AM) 1 (1973), pp. 159-228; S. WIELGUS, “Edycja kwestii wstepnych 
do Disputata in veterem artem według Benedykta Hessego, qu. V-IX,” AM 1 
(1973), pp. 231-295; BENEDICTUS HESSE, Quaestiones super octo libros Physico- 
rum Aristotelis, ed. S. WIELGUS, Wroclaw 1984; S. WIELGUS, Benedykta Hessego 
Quaestiones super octo libros Physicorum Aristotelis. Wstep do krytycznej edy- 
cji; Lublin 1984; H. WOJTCZAK, “Quaestiones de quantitate et de qualitate ex 
Benedicti Hesse Commento super Praedicamenta Aristotelis cum quaestionibus 
et additionibus eius successorum. Editio critica," AM 10 (1997), pp. 119-213; 
W. BAJOR, “Quaestiones disputatae super primum librum De anima Aristotelis 
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the Sentences, with the questions Utrum Deus Gloriosus, and his own 
commentaries were used by many professors from Cracow in the fifteenth 
and even the sixteenth century, as evidenced by the colophons containing 
the signatures of numerous professors of the faculty of theology.!!? 

The professors who presented Hesse to the lecture on the Sentences 
were Francis of Brzeg and James of Nowy Sacz. We are not sure who 
was his *concurrent master," but knowing the list of the bachelors of 
theology, we can suppose that it was James of Paradyz or Laurence of 
Racibórz.!? The case of his discussions in principia is particular: his 
predecessor Sigismund died, and there was not any other bachelor with 
whom Hesse could discuss, so in the question in the first. Principium 
there is not a discussion. In the second and third one, he discussed the 
status of the theology — which is a typical subject for the first Prin- 
cipium — and in the fourth Principium, the discussion concerns the 
creation of the world — undertaken generally in the second Principium. 
Hesse chose as his theme Misit verbum suum et sanavit eos (Ps. 106, 
20), which was also the theme proposed by Thomas Aquinas in his in- 
troduction to his commentary on the fourth book of the Sentences (RS 
846). All four Principia of Hesse survived until today:!14 


P1: Utrum viator per studium sacrae theologiae possit ad evidentiam 
veritatum theologicarum de communi lege pervenire. 

P2: Utrum totum universum initium habeat ab unico principio agente 
ex libera voluntate et non ex necessitate. 


Benedicti Hesse de Cracovia (editio critica)," AM 14 (2000); W. BAJOR, Bene- 
dicti Hesse Quaestiones disputatae super tres libros De anima Aristotelis (libri 
II et III), Lublin 2011; M. MACIOLEK, “Quaestiones super primum librum De 
interpretatione Aristotelis secundum Benedictum Hesse (editio critica)," AM 23 
(2011); H. WOJTCZAK, Benedykta Hessego komentarz do Kategorii Arystotelesa. 
Część 1, Lublin 2019. 

112 See the descriptions of ms. Kraków, BJ, 1518: Catalogus, vol. 11, pp. 127-129; 

ms. Kraków, BJ, 1519: pp. 133-135; ms. Kraków, BJ, 1531: pp. 193-195. 

WŁODEK, “Filozofia a teologia," p. 42. 

114 The first Principium: ms. Kraków, BJ, 1518, ff. 1r-10v (without the beginning 
and the end); BJ, 1538, ff. 1v-4v, 1r; the second Principium: ms. BJ, 1519, 
ff. 1r-3v; 5r-6v, 4r; BJ, 1538, ff. 61v-63v (without the first part of the praise 
of the Holy Scripture); the third Principium: ms. Kraków, BJ, 1531, ff. 1r-8v, 
BJ, 1538, ff. 111v-112r, 109v-110r (without the first part of the praise of the 
Holy Scripture); ms. Gniezno, Archiwum Archidiecezjalne (later in the paper: 
AA), 166, ff. 2r-8v (question); the fourth Principium: ms. Kraków, BJ, 2091, 
ff. 5r-12r (praise of the Holy Scripture); BJ, 1538, ff. 145v-146r (praise without 
the beginning and the end); and Gniezno, AA 165, ff. 1r-11v (question). 
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P3: Utrum adveniente plenitudine temporis congruwm erat Filium Dei 
incarnari pro reparatione generis humani. 

P4: Utrum divina sacramenta pro quolibet statu necessario instituta 
ad salutem generis humani conferebant gratiam in ipsorum susceptione. 


Z. Włodek edited a fragment from the question from the second prin- 
cipium.!? She claimed that the first question is the rework of Conrad 
of Ebrach’s question.!? However, a detailed analysis demonstrates that 
Hesse divided his question into four articles; the first and the fourth are 
reworks of Conrad of Ebrach's text, but the second and third article of 
the question are independent of this specimen. In his Principia, Hesse 
largely quotes the theologians via antiqua: Thomas Aquinas, Bonaven- 
ture, and Alexander of Hales, and the authority most invoked is the 
Angelic Doctor. Hesse tries to present the safe doctrine of the Church, 
and he does not look for unusual solutions: theology is both science and 
wisdom, creationism takes precedence over the eternity of the world 
because it is based on the revelation,!!? the Son of God became man 


H5 WLODEK, “Filozofia a teologia," pp. 71-73. Z. Włodek has wrongly identified 


the question of Hesse from ms. Kraków, BJ, 1519 as the first Principium. In 
fact, her edition contains a fragment of a discussion with the magister concurrens 
from the second principium. 

WŁODEK, “Krakowski komentarz z XV wieku do Sentencji Piotra Lombarda. 
Część pierwsza,” p. 143; WEODEK, “Filozofia a teologia," p. 42; Catalogus, 
vol. 11, p. 122. For Conrad's Sentences see: K. LAUTERER, Konrad von Ebrach 
S.O.CIST (+1399): Lebenslauf und Schrifttum, Roma, 1962; CH. SCHABEL, 
M. Brinzel, M. MAGA, “A Golden Age of Theology at Prague," pp. 21-30; 
M. BRÎNZEI, CH. SCHABEL, “Les cisterciens et l'université. Le cas du commen- 
taire des Sentences de Conrad d'Ebrach (+1399),” in Les cisterciens et leurs 
bibliothéques, ed. A.-M. TURCAN-VERKERK, D. STUTZMANN, TH. FALMAGNE, 
P. GANDIL (Bibliothéque d'histoire culturelle du Moyen Age 18), Turnhout 2018, 
pp. 453-486. 

BENEDICTUS HESSE DE CRACOVIA, Principium I, a. 4, con. 2, corr. 1, corr. 1, ms. 
Krakow, BJ, 1518, f. 10v: "Theologia est sciencia vel sapiencia et alius habitus 
a fide acquistus.” Benedictus Hesse de Cracovia, Principium I, a. 4, con. 3, ms. 
Kraków, BJ, 1518, f. 10v: "Theologia viatoris, qui partim habet credita non 
intellecta, partim intellecta non credita. Iscius totalis habitus constat ex fide 
a(c)quisita et ex sciencia theologica vel sapiencia." 

BENEDICTUS HESSE DE CRACOVIA, Principium IL, con. 1, ms. Kraków, BJ, 1519, 
f. 5r: "Licet philosophice loquendo totum universum non habet inicium, tamen 
secundum fidem totum universum habet inicium? And corr. 2, f. 5v: “Licet 
totum universum sit productum de non esse ad esse et habuerit inicium sui 
esse, tamen hoc non potest evidenter demonstrari. Prima pars patet ex secunda 
parte conclusionis, secunda pars patet, quia ‘totum universum esse factum’ est 
articulus fidei, igitur sequitur, quod non potest demonstrari." 
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119 and the sacraments of the New Testament have 


their efficacity in themselves. I am currently preparing the critical 
edition of his Principia and a forthcoming publication will include more 
details on this topic. 


to save us from sin, 


Thomas Strzempinski 
(August 10, 1398 — + September 22, 1460) 


Thomas Strzempinski enrolled at the University of Cracow in 1419 and 
studied under Benedict Hesse’s direction.!?! He obtained the title of 
master of arts in 1419 and the grade of doctor of canon law in 1432. In 
1433-1436, he took part in the Council of Basel and prepared a treatise 
about conciliarism.!?? During 1436-1437, he was an envoy to the papal 
court. Then he returned to Cracow and continued his studies at the 
faculty of theology: in 1440, he became a bachelor of the Bible, and he 
commented on the Sentences in 1441-1442. Then, on January 31, 1443, 
he became a doctor of theology, and in 1456, he became the bishop of 
Cracow, and he held this office until his death. He was the first professor 
at the University of Cracow who became the bishop of the city, which 
was the capital of Poland at that time. 


119 BENEDICTUS HESSE DE CRACOVIA, Principium III, con. 2, corr. 2, ms. Kraków, 


BJ, 1531, f. 8: “Deum non congruebat incarnari in principio temporis (...) 
opus incarnacionis principaliter ordinatur ad reparacionem nature humane per 
pecccati abolicione (...) non fuit conveniens a principio humani generis ante 
peccatum Deum incarnari, non enim datur medicina.” 

BENEDICTUS HESSE DE CRACOVIA, Principium IV, con. 6, corr. 6, ms. Gniezno, 
AA, 165, f. 10v: *Licet sacramenta nove legis conferunt graciam et sunt causa 
gracie; non tamen sunt causa principalis, sed instrumentalis. (...) Sacramenta 
sunt causa gracie et non sunt causa principalis, ut dictum est, igitur instrumen- 
talis. Ex istis omnibus patet, quod sacramenta nove legis habent in se virtutem 
morbi curativam ac sanitatis inductivam. (...) Et cum causa non continet for- 
maliter, igitur virtualiter et per consequens habent in se virtutem curativam ad 
sanitatis inductivam.” 

WŁODEK, “Filozofia a teologia," p. 42; MARKOWSKI, Dzieje Wydziału Teologii 
Uniwersytetu Krakowskiego, pp. 149-151; M. MARKOWSKI, “Tomasz ze Strzemp- 
ina (1398-1460)," in ZKPAT, pp. 165-172; K. STĘPIEŃ, “Tomasz ze Strzemp- 
ina,” in EFP, vol. 2, pp. 724-727; KNOLL, “A Pearl of Powerful Learning,” 
pp. 522-523. 

THOMAS DE STRZEMPINO, Determinatio Basilensis, ed. W. BUCICHOWSKI, in 
Polskie Traktaty Koncyliarystyczne z polowy XV wieku, ed. W. BUCICHOWSKI, 
Warszawa 1987, pp. 167—230; the most recent edition: THOMAS DE STRZEMPINO, 
Determinatio Basilensis, ed. WEODEK, in WŁODEK, coop. TATARZYNSKI, 
Scripta manent, pp. 227-292. 
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The autographs of the Principia of Thomas survived,!?? and there 
are two other manuscripts containing copies of his praises of the Holy 
Scripture from the sermons of the principia.?^ Thanks to the auto- 
graphs of Thomas, we also know the valuable time details concerning 
the principia. Thomas Strzempinski delivered the first Principium on 
January 9, 1441; the second on September 15, 1441; the third on Febru- 
ary 25, 1442; and the fourth on May 25, 1442. He presented the final 
lesson on the Sentences on September 13, 1442, and later, he obtained 
the doctorate on January 31, 1443. This information indicates that the 
rule of commenting on the Sentences in chronological order, prescribed 
by the status of the Faculty of Theology of Cracow,!?? has been kept de 
facto, and it was not only prescribed de iure, and the commenting on 
the Sentences lasted for less than two academic years. 

Thomas chose the theme Rigans montes de superioribus suis, de fructu 
operum tuorum, satiabitur terra (Ps. 103, 13), which has been already 
chosen by Thomas Aquinas in his Principium on the Bible.!?6 It is note- 
worthy because Thomas’s professor Benedict Hesse of Cracow had also 
chosen the theme of Thomas Aquinas from his Principium on the fourth 
book of the Sentences. Thomas Strzempiñski proposes four questions in 
his Principia: 


P1: Utrum ex diversitate idearum existentium in regno increato, ca- 
dentium sub speculatione scientiae theologicae, sumatur diversitas per- 
fectionum, productorum entium in regno creato. 


123 Ms, Kraków, BJ, 1199. The first Principium: recommendatio: pp. 385-400, 
quaestio: pp. 457-470; the second one: recommendatio: pp. 400—406, quaestio: 
pp. 471-479; the third one: recommendatio: pp. 407—414, quaestio: pp. 480—495; 
the fourth one: recommendatio: pp. 414—421, quaestio: pp. 496-510; Principium 
in doctoratu, pp. 431—441, Lectio finalis: pp. 511—522. 
124 Ms. Kraków, BJ, 2232, praise from the first Principium: ff. 110r-119v, from 
the second one: ff. 120r-125r, from the third one ff. 125v-131r, and from the 
fourth one: ff. 134r-140r (manuscript has a new foliation); ms. Kraków, BJ, 
2234, praise from the first Principium: ff. 1r-9r, from the second one: ff. 9v-14r, 
from the third one ff. 14r-16v, ff. 18r-19r, and from the fourth one: ff. 19v-24r. 
“Turamentum admissi ad Sententias. Ego N. iuro in nulla alia Universitate pro 
forma legere Sententias. Idem, primo anno, primum et secundum libros leg- 
endo finire (...). Et in secundo anno tertium et quartum libros ibidem finire" 
in *Statuta i matrykuly wydzialu teologicznego Uniwersytetu Jagiellonskiego z 
XVI — go wieku, wydał” J. SZuJSKI, in Archiwum do dziejów literatury i oświaty 
w Polsce, vol. 1, Kraków 1878, p. 77. 
126 RS 845; SPATZ, Principia, pp. 108-110. 
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P2: Utrum omnis perfectio regni creati producti ab uno primo prin- 
cipio singula unica operatione producente possit quoad se totam et in 
singulis suis partibus perfici et minui. 

P3: Utrum regnum increatum, quod nisi fuissent crimina, non fuis- 
set incarnatum, plus perfecerit regnum creatum, quam si sine crimine 
stetisset immaculatum. 

P4: Utrum sacramenta divina a regno increato efficaciam sumentia 
regni creati iustificativa contineant in se gratiam sacramentalem a gratia 
virtutum realiter condistrinctam. 


Z. Włodek edited an excerpt from the question of the first Principium, III 


and she pointed out that there are similarities between this question of 
Thomas Strzempinski and Marsilius of Inghen.!?5 The same similarities 
were also notable in the case of the second and third Principia of Thomas 
and Marsilius: their title questions are the samet?’ and only the fourth 
principium is different. 

In the question of his first Principium, Thomas Strzempinski embraces 
the Augustinian perspective disseminated by Thomas of Strasbourg and 
also held by his master, Benedict Hesse, according to which theology is 
at the same time science and wisdom, although it is not science proprie 
dicta.?? This allows Strzempinski to say that habitus fidei et habitus 
scientiae non distinguuntur realiter in contrast to his magister concur- 
rens who denied the identity of these two habitus. His position is also 
in opposition with Sigismund of Pyzdry's idea, who distinguished these 
two habits. According to Strzempinski, sometimes faith comes first and 
after it comes knowledge, while other times faith comes after knowledge. 


127 W£LODEK, “Filozofia a teologia," pp. 73-78. M.J.F.M. HOENEN, Marsilius of 
Inghen: Divine Knowledge in Late Medieval Thought (Studies in the History of 
Christian Thought 50), Leiden 1992, pp. 11, 144, 148. 

128 RS 521; Z. WŁODEK, “Filozofia a teologia," p. 42. 

129 Catalogus, vol. 7, pp. 43-44. Manuscripts with the commentary of Marsilius of 
Inghen are conserved in the Jagiellonian Library, ms. Kraków, BJ, 1581 (the 
first book, question of Principium, ff. 10r-27r); Kraków, BJ, 1268 (the second 
book, question of Principium, ff. 7r-19r), Kraków, BJ, 1580 (the third book, 
question of Principium, ff. 5r-20v). 

139 7. WŁODEK, “Filozofia a teologia," pp. 73-74; ms. Kraków, BJ, 1199, p. 462: 
"scientiae (...) sufficit dicere ad praesens, quod pro nunc accipio scienciam 
pro notitia generata, per talia media, qualia status praesens admittit, quia in 
aliis acceptionibus, scilicet propria et proprissima theologia non esset scientia 
proprie dicta, istud posset deduci multis rationibus. Hoc autem modo, quo 
dictum est, potest dici scientia, secundum quem modum idem potest dici scitum 
et creditum.” 


Survey on Principia 


Strzempinski claims that the theologia nostra in parte est scientia spec- 
ulativa et im parte scientia practica, which is the opinion of numerous 
theologians. To prove this double dimension of understanding theology 
as speculative but also as moral knowledge, Thomas invokes a passage 
from Duns Scotus's Ordinatio. This is a significant detail since it seems 
to be the first know expressis verbis citation of Duns Scotus in the prin- 
cipia presented at the University of Cracow in the fifteenth century. ?! 

Another reference to Duns Scotus is found in the latter part of Strzem- 
piński’s Principium."?? These references to the Doctor Subtilis probably 
open an interest in Duns Scotus since Matthias of Labiszyn (Principium 
in 1443), who was also a disciple of Benedict Hesse like Strzempiñski, 
also refers to Duns Scotus in his Principia. Perhaps Hesse was the first 
Cracovian master to start quoting Duns Scotus and then his students. 
In the future, more investigation should be done to explore the impact 
of Duns Scotus on his whole Sentences commentary. 

Thomas considers the relationship between contemplative theology 
and practical theology, saying that God’s cognition leads to love and to 
love God is the best praxis caritativa. If the love of God is the final goal of 
theology, it is rather practical science than contemplative. Then Thomas 
adds that for this final goal of the cognition of God, theology can also be 
called scientia affectiva. At the same time, in the vision of Strzempinski, 
our theology principaliter perfectissime est speculativa. The authorities 
of the Gospel, Augustine and Marsilius of Inghen, reinforce this claim. 
The aim of theology is beatitudo patriae, quae consistit in speculatione, 
scilicet in clara Dei visione et omnium eorum, quae in Deo sunt vel 
eius essentia et eius dilectione. Love and contemplation of God are 
inseparable goals of theology. Nevertheless, the practical dimension of 
theology is subordinated to the contemplative dimension: theology is 


11 WHLODEK, “Filozofia a teologia," p. 75; ms. Kraków, BJ, 1199, p. 463: “Correlar- 


ium ad hanc conclusionem: theologia est scientia speculative et practica simul; 
patet ex probatione conclusionis et probatur sic ratione Doctoris Subtilis: quia 
nulla cognitio speculative distinctius tractat de operationibus, quam eorum cog- 
nitio sit necessaria ad speculationem..., nec practica aliqua distinctius tractat 
de speculabilibus, quam eorum requiritur cognitio propter praxim, ad quam ex- 
tenditur; ista autem distinctius tractat de operationibus, quam cognitio eorum 
requiritur ad speculationem et distinctius de speculabilibus, quam eorum cog- 
nitio requiritur ad cognitionem practicam, igitur ipsa practica est speculative." 
For Duns Scotus’s reference, see: IOHANNES DUNS Scotus, Ordinatio, Prologus, 
pars 5, q. 2, ed. Comissio Scotistica, vol. 1, p. 202. 

13 WHLODEK, “Filozofia a teologia," p. 77; ms. Kraków, BJ, 1199, p. 464: “Doctor 
Subtilis praemittit, quod duplex est actus voluntatis.” 
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the perfectissima scientia speculativa because to know God in heaven 
means to love him, and in this case, the love is not praxis. 

Finally, we can admit that in the thought of Thomas, greater empha- 
sis is posed instead on the speculative dimension of theology than the 
practical; nevertheless, the speculation does not remove the love and 
practical dimension of theology, denied by the magister concurrens of 
Thomas. As M. Markowski says, Thomas Strzempinski tried to reconcile 
the current of Augustinianism and Thomism according to the principles 
of via communis presented in Cracow in the fifteenth century.?? The ac- 
ceptance of two dimensions of theology makes Thomas similar to Hesse; 
nevertheless, the thought of Thomas Strzempinski deserves deeper ex- 
amination, especially because he quotes Duns Scotus, which seems to 
introduce a new perspective within the Cracow tradition. 


Paul of Pyskowice (ca. 1394-1470) 


Paul of Pyskowice obtained his degree as a master of arts in 1422,94 and 
then taught philosophy in Cracow.!?? In 1430, he started his theological 
studies under the direction of Laurence of Racibórz and in 1433 he was 
a biblical bachelor. Almost a decade after, in 1442-1443, he lectured 
on the Sentences of Lombard, and he finished on March 23, 1443.136 
Between July 6 and October 17, 1444, he obtained the licentiate, and on 
January 5, 1445, he was promoted to the status of doctor. His oratio in 
aula and gratiarum actio from the defense of his doctorate is preserved 
to this day.!?" For this sermo, Paul chose as a biblical theme Maior est 
omni laude (Eccli. 43, 33).195 


133 MARKOWSKI, Dzieje Wydziału Teologii Uniwersytetu Krakowskiego, p. 151. 


134 Unlike Markowski, Włodek claims that Paul of Pyskowice obtained this grade 
in 1423, Z. WŁODEK, “Paweł z Pyskowic,” MHFSP 1 (12) (1970), p. 142. 

135 WŁODEK, “Paweł z Pyskowic,” MHFSP, pp. 142-168; MARKOWSKI, Dzieje 
Wydziatu Teologii Uniwersytetu Krakowskiego, pp. 153-155; Z. WŁODEK, “Paweł 
z Pyskowic (ok. 1470),” in ZKPAT, pp. 159-164; Z. WŁODEK, “Paweł z 
Pyskowic,” in EFP, vol. 2, pp. 312-314; KNOLL, “A Pearl of Powerful Learning,” 
pp. 485—486. 

136 Ms, Kraków, BJ, 1534, f. 369r. 

137 Ms, Kraków, BJ, 1428, ff. 1r-11r and ff. 9r-11r contain the gratiarum actio. 

Ms. Kraków, BJ, 1428, f. 1r: “repeto verba in principio cursus mei assumpta et in 

libris Sententiarum per me saepe iterata: Maior est omni laude Eccl? WŁODEK, 

*Pawel z Pyskowic," MHFSP, p. 152. 


Survey on Principia 


'The four books of his Sentences commentary survived in three ma- 
nuscripts,?? but we do not have the texts of his Principia. Only the 
title of the question of the fourth Principium survived in the manuscript 
containing his commentary on the fourth book of the Sentences: Utrum 
per divinorum sacramentorum susceptionem pro quodlibet statu homo 
adeptus sit gratiae adeptionem (Kraków, BJ, 1534, f. 369r). 

Although no material traces of his principia survived, it is possible to 
reconstruct some of his opinions from the first Principium of Matthias of 
Labiszyn, his “concurrent master.” According to Matthias, Paul defends 
the idea of theology as a science. 140 

Concluding his deliberations about theology at the University of Cra- 
cow in the first half of the fifteenth century, M. Markowski claims that 
every theologian who used the anonymous commentary Utrum Deus 
Gloriosus stood for nominalist Augustinianism, and he classifies in this 
trend James of Nowy Sacz, Nicholas Kozłowski, Benedict Hesse, Thomas 
Strzempifiski, and Paul of Pyskowice, #1 but our analysis of their Prin- 
cipia actually points in a different direction. To rethink Markowski’s 
judgment and better evaluate the thought of Cracow scholars, it's nec- 
essary to explore their other theological texts and commentaries on the 
Sentences. Nevertheless, a methodological question appears: if they rep- 
resent the via communis, which is characterized by eclecticism drawing 
from the various sources and traditions, is it possible to classify them 
equivocally in one specific current? Before having a definitive answer 
to this question, we can be sure of their profound commitment to the 
Augustinian doctrine. 


139 The first book: ms. Kraków, BJ, 1604; the second and the third book: ms. 
Kraków, BJ, 1437; the fourth book: ms. Kraków, BJ, 1534. 

MATTHIAS DE LABISZYN, Principium I, art. 1, corr. 4; ed. WŁODEK, in Scripta 
manent, p. 35. 

MARKOWSKI, Dzieje Wydziału Teologii Uniwersytetu Krakowskiego, pp. 169-170. 
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Matthias of Labiszyn (ca. 1400-1453) 


Matthias of Labiszyn!?? started his philosophical studies in 1419, and 
he obtained a master of arts in 1425.14 In the 1430s, he started his 
theological studies and on February 5, 1434, he became a bachelor of 
the Bible, but he gave lectures on the Bible in the years 1436-1439. 
On January 7, 1443, he started his lectures on the Sentences, and he 
obtained his licentiate of theology on January 27, 1445. On November 
3, 1446, he became a doctor of theology. All his Principia survived in 
ms. Cracow, BJ, 2234! and their biblical theme is Solem nube tegam 
(Es. 32, 7). His professor was Benedict Hesse, and his “concurrent 
master" was the aforementioned Paul of Pyskowice.!^ The titles of his 
Principia's questions are as follows: 


P1: Utrum sacra theologia supernaturaliter tradita sit cwilibet homini 
in via ad salutem necessaria. 

P 2: Utrum Deus producens mundum temporaliter potuerit eum pro- 
duxisse aeternaliter. 

P3: Utrum Filius Dei humanam naturam assumpsisset, si homo in 
statu innocencie sine peccato permansisset. 

P4: Utrum pro quolibet statu sacramenta a Deo instituta erunt homini 
ad salutem necessaria. 


142 P, Knoll translates the Latin name Matthias as Matthew (in the cases of Matthias 


de Labiszyn and Matthias de Saspów), but I chose the version Matthias because 
there is a difference based on the biblical names: Matthaeus — Matthew — the 
apostle and evangelist is not the same name as Matthias — Matthias the apostle, 
chosen in the Acts of Apostles. 
143 RS 533, RS 97 as Benedicti Hesse discipulus; WLODEK, “Filozofia a teolo- 
gia," p. 42; B. CHMIELOWSKA, Z. WLODEK, “Maciej z Labiszyna,” MHFSP 
3 (14) (1971), pp. 3-55; MARKOwSKI, Dzieje Wydziatu Teologii Uniwersytetu 
Krakowskiego, pp. 155-158; R. ZAWADZKI, “Maciej z Labiszyna (1400-1453)," 
in ZKPAT, pp. 173-177; S. WIELGUS, “Maciej z Labiszyna," in EFP, vol. 2, 
pp. 11-14; KNOLL, “A Pearl of Powerful Learning," p. 490. 
14 Ms, Kraków, BJ, 2234: the first Principium: praise of the Holy Scripture: 
ff. 35r-43v; question: ff. 45r-52r; the second Principium: praise on ff. 53r-57v, 
question: ff. 59r-62r; the third Principium: praise on ff. 63r-65v, 72r-v, question: 
66r-71r; the fourth Principium: praise on ff. 75r-79v; question: 81r-87v. Ms. 
Kraków, BJ, 1456 contains his commentary on the Sentences without principia. 
Ms. Kraków, BJ, 2234, f. 99v: “tandem regracior venerabili magistro Paulo de 
Pyskowice nostro professori tunc baccalario sacre theologie, qui pacienter ferebat 
meos replicaciones tales contrales contra Sentencias" Z. WLODEK, typescript 
[Opis ms. Kraków, BJ, 2234], Kraków, p. 6; Z. WŁODEK, “Paweł z Pyskowic," 
MHFSP, p. 143. 
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Z. Włodek edited the question from his first Principium twice.!46 After 
presenting pro et contra and the traditional protestation,!4’ Matthias 
presents his thought in two articles: in the first one he proves the scien- 
tific dimension of theology (a. 1, pp. 31-38) and in the second one the 
necessity of theology for salvation (a. 2, pp. 38-41). Matthias concludes 
that the theology that deals with God as the first subject and the highest 
cause is wisdom (a. 1, con. 1, p. 34). Theology is the noblest intellectual 
habit among other sciences because of its object and goal (a. 1, con. 1, 
corr. 1, p. 35). As metaphysics is the supreme science among other sci- 
ences, theology is more supreme than metaphysics and is domina over 
the other sciences (a. 1, con. 1, corr. 2 et 3, p. 35). 

Focusing on the wisdom dimension of theology, Matthias argues with 
his *concurrent master" Paul of Pyskowice who claimed that theology is 
a science because it draws its conclusion ex principiis per se notis (a. 1, 
con. 1, corr. 4, p. 35). Matthias demonstrates that the principles of 
theology are not known from themselves by unusual examples: there are 
many who heard the articles of faith but did not believe, like the perse- 
cutors of Stephen from the Acts of the Apostles; those who martyrized 
the saints who for this truth spilled their blood; or Turks, Saracens, or 
Tatars who spurn the Catholic faith.9 So if theology had been based 
on principles known from themselves, it would not have been refused by 


146 Firstly in 1970 without notes, and then in 2000 with them: WŁODEK, “Filozofia a 
teologia," pp. 78-93; WLODEK, coop. TATARZYNSKI, Scripta manent, pp. 29-41. 
Quoting Matthias's Principium, I refer to the latter. 

MATTHIAS DE LABISZIN, Principium I, ed. WŁODEK, pp. 29-31. Protestatio was 
a solemn oath in which the bachelor pledged to present a doctrine in accordance 
with the teaching of the Church and stated that he did not want to say anything 
against it, and, if he accidentally said something contrary to this teaching, he 
would ask his professors to correct him. More about the protestation: D. Co- 
UFAL, ^From Oath to Confession and Back? Protestatio in the Late Middle Ages, 
and its Transformation in the Thought of Wyclif and the Hussites,” in Wycliffism 
and Hussitism: Methods of Thinking, Writing and Persuasion, c. 1360 — c. 1460, 
ed. K. GHOSH, P. SOUKUP, Turnhout 2021, pp. 157-177. 

The enumeration of these three nations is particular in Poland, which, from the 
end of the fourteenth century, was in a real union with Lithuania and constituted 
the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, whose southern border extended to the 
Black Sea: from 1387, Moldova was a vassal of Poland, and right next to it Poland 
had a border with the Crimean Khanate and the Great Horde. In the years 
1440-1444, the Polish King Ladislaus of Varna was also the king of Hungary, 
which shared a border with Turkey. In this context, Turks, Saracens, and Tartars 
were the nations whose representatives and ambassadors were seen in Cracow in 
the mid-fifteenth century. 
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pagans.!49 Even for the Christians, the principles of theology are not 
evident: the Catholic mothers teach their children the Apostles’ Creed, 
which is a perplexing task that shows that Catholic theology is not as 
evident as the principles of metaphysics.? These arguments had not 
been presented in the earlier examined Principia of Polish authors and 
seem very original, compared to previous texts. 

In the second conclusion, Matthias demonstrates that theology has 
been transferred to men supernaturally (a. 1, con. 2, p. 36). According 
to Aristotle, every agent necessarily knows his goal by distinct cognition 
and acts to achieve this goal, except for the man, whose goal is super- 
natural, and is revealed by God: otherwise, man cannot achieve his final 
necessary goal (a. 1, con. 2, p. 37). According to Aristotle, man's happi- 
ness (felicitudo) is a perfect cognition of separated substances. However, 
by metaphysics, man can achieve only obscure contemplation of the sub- 
stances by their effects, so there must be another contemplation possible, 
which is the bare and clear contemplation of God in eius propria specie. 
This contemplation is possible through the practice of theology that 
transferred supernaturally and is unknown to the philosophers (a. 1, 
con. 2, p. 37). Without faith, it is impossible to please God, and thus it 
is impossible for men to achieve their beatitude; therefore, the cognitio 
fidei should be considered as a necessary condition to lead to beatitude. 
Because the cognition of faith is inaccessible by the light of nature, it 


149 MATTHIAS DE LABISZIN, Principium I, a. 1, con. 1, corr. 4, ed. WŁODEK, 


p. 36: “multi audientes illa principia et intellectis terminis non tantum vero 
assenserunt eis, immo aures suas continuerunt et dentibus stridebant, cum ea 
beatus Stephanus propalabat, ut patet Act. 5?, igitur illa principia non sunt per 
se nota. (...) Item illa principia non sunt per se nota, propter quae credenda 
multi sancti sanguinem effunderunt, sed propter principia sacrae theologiae multi 
sancti sanguinem effunderunt, igitur non sunt principia per se nota. (...) Et non 
aestimo, quod magister meus ostendit talia principia esse per se nota apud Tur- 
cos aut Saracenos aut Tartaros, credo quod sibi caput concuteretur propter talia 
principia per se nota, propter quae ipsi nos dicunt fatuos et insanae mentis, cum 
dicimus Deum esse crucifixum et mortuum et vilificatum spuriis ab hominibus 
et dicimus in sacramento altaris hominem Christum, verum Deum et homnem, 
duodecim pedum quantitate contineri sub parva specie panis. Ecce principia per 
se nota, propter quae gentes et Iudei dicunt nos somniare.” 

MATTHIAS DE LABISZIN, Principium I, a. 1, con. 1, corr. 4, ed. WŁODEK, p. 36: 
^Nec hoc argumentum valeret: sunt nota christianis, ergo sunt per se nota, ut 
patet cuilibet scienti argumentationes. Et consequens etiam adhuc esset falsum, 
cum et matres pueros corrigunt docentes eis talia principia a pueritia cum magno 
labore, puta symbolum apostolorum, et hoc dico semper sua reverentia salva, 
quia ad sciendum principia nullus est labor et naturaliter eis assentit intellectus 
cognitis terminis." 
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must be conveyed in theology; otherwise, man cannot achieve his goal, 
which is contrary to the rules of metaphysics (a. 1, con. 2, p. 37). 

Matthias declares that Christ had full cognition of supernatural the- 
ology (a. 1, con. 2, corr. 1, p. 37), and this supernatural cognition had 
been given to the apostles by the gift of the Holy Spirit in the day of 
Pentecost (a. 1, con. 2, corr. 2, p. 37). Then God gave this supernat- 
ural cognition of divine things wonderfully even to simple men, which 
demonstrates that this cognition is not natural.!°! Finally, as Matthias 
declares, theology cannot be achieved by anyone in a natural way be- 
cause each type of knowledge cannot be known without its principles, 
and the principles of theology are the revealed articles of faith, so the 
whole of theology can be deepened only with supernatural faith (a. 1, 
con. 2, corr. 3, p. 38). 

In the second article of this principium, Matthias proves the necessity 
of the Holy Scripture to achieve salvation. He enumerates pagans who 
do not accept the Bible: the sects who know the Old Testament as Jews, 
the New Testament as Manichaeans, the whole of Scripture as Saracens, 
or heretics who do not interpret Scripture correctly.!?? All these sects 
are wrong and irrational: pagans worship idols, Saracens believe that 
they will have many wives in eternity, Jews refuse the New Testament, 
and Manichaeans refuse the good principle of the world (a. 2, nota 2, 
pp. 38-39). Only the interpretation presented by the Christian Church 
is correct because of the eternal presence of Christ promised by himself 
before his assumption. ?? 

Theology is a condition sine qua nom for salvation as the ship to 
overcome the sea (a. 2, nota 3, p. 39). Theology clearly teaches not 


151 MATTHIAS DE LABISZIN, Principium I, a. 2, corr. 2, ed. WŁODEK, pp. 37-38: 


“Inter caetera miracula hoc erat unum, quod idiotae omnem veritatem sciverunt, 
cum tamen ante non didicerunt, Act. 14?: *videntes Petri et Iohannis constan- 
tiam et comperto, quod essent homines sine litteris et idiotae, admirabantur." 
Ecce non mirabantur de naturalibus, sed de supernaturalibus.” 

MATTHIAS DE LABISZIN, Principium I, a. 2, nota 1, ed. WLODEK,p. 38: “quidam 
de scriptura sacra nihil recipiunt ut pagani, quidam vero vetus testamentum 
non recipiunt ut Manichaei, dicentes vetus testamentum esse a malo principio 
(...) Quidam tantum vetus testamentum recipiunt ut Iudaei, quidam aliquid 
utriusque ut Saraceni, quibus Mahometus immundus immiscuit alias immunditas 
in materias, quidam aliquod dictum in Novo Testamento, ut haeretici diversi, qui 
diversas scripturarum sententias male intellectas, habentes pro fundamento alias 
neglexerunt." 

MATTHIAS DE LABISZIN, Principium I, a. 2, nota 2, ed. WLODEK, pp. 39: 
“Stabilitas tamen Ecclesiae manebit usque ad consummationem saeculi. (...) 
Ideo omnes sectae terminabuntur et iam sunt terminatae, sola Christi fidelium 
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only the truth about the final goal, which is a summa beatitudo, but 
also the means to achieve it, which are faith, love, and the precepts. 
However, the philosophers achieve the speculatio prima but it is lower 
and imperfect in comparison with theological speculation; philosophy 
considers God only from his effects, and their God's cognition is just 
aenigmatica (a. 2, nota 4, pp. 39-40). 

All these notes lead to the conclusion that theology is necessary for 
man for salvation, but not simpliciter — only God is simpliciter nec- 
essarius, and it is necessary for any man si salvari debet. Theology is 
not necessary for the existence of anything because the beings can ex- 
ist without it, and men can also exist without theology. At the end of 
the question, Matthias also faces the objections presented at the begin- 
ning, which is exceptional in comparison with the earlier bachelor of the 
Sentences (ad rationes, pp. 40-41). 

'The analysis of Matthias's questions shows that he stands out from 
earlier authors. He is the first theologian of Cracow who totally sep- 
arates philosophy from theology and nature from supernature in his 
Principium. He changes the paradigm of the vision of theology: he no 
longer tries to harmonize Augustine and Thomas, and for him, theology 
is just wisdom accessible only to the believers. That gives his vision 
of theology a tonality of voluntarism: theological truth is revealed by 
God in a supernatural way, and he does not recall the concept of the 
subordination of our theology to divine theology, which tried to justify 
the scientific dimension of theology. On the one hand, he fully appreci- 
ates the possibilities of human reason, but on the other hand, he thinks 
about theology not as a peak of the natural sciences but instead as a 
supernatural discipline separated from philosophy. 

Mathias seems to continue with the interest for the vía moderna 
opened by Thomas Strzempifiski and cultivates a particular interest for 
Duns Scotus. This suggests that the earlier opinions of B. Chmielowska 
and Z. Włodek about Matthias of Łabiszyn as a pure follower of Au- 
gustinian nominalism and of the ideas of Thomas of Strasbourg? were 
superficial, and Matthias of Labiszin deserves particular attention in the 
future. Although their description of Matthias's views was incorrect, 
their efforts in the creation of a biography and bibliography of Matthias 


manebit in aeternum, qua a sola veritate processit, scilicet a Deo, multis mira- 
culis roborata et effusione martirum confirmata. Ex quo patet, quod sola secta 
Christianorum innititur veritati et permanebit in aeternum." 


195^ CHMIELOWSKA, WŁODEK, “Maciej z Labiszyna,” pp. 33-37. 
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should be appreciated because they have set a milestone in the research 
on this author. 

This analysis also changes the widespread opinion of M. Markowski, 
who claimed that the first thinker who introduced Scotism to Cracow 
was Michael Twaróg of Biestrzykowo (ca. 1450 to 1 February 12, 1520), 
who studied in Paris and in Ingolstadt and, after his return to Cracow in 
1485, he widely spread Scotism in philosophy and theology in Cracow. 
Nevertheless, M. Markowski mentioned that such thinkers as Stanislaw 
of Skarbimierz or John Isner (from the first generation of Cracow schol- 
ars) owned the manuscripts with texts of Duns Scotus, ?? therefore Sco- 
tus’ texts were already known in Cracow. Nevertheless, the texts of Duns 
Scotus were used in Cracow not at the end of the fifteenth century, as 
M. Markowski claims, but already in 1441 by Thomas Strzempinski, and 
the opinions of Duns Scotus were represented by Matthias of Labiszyn! 
'The Jagiellonian Library also has the manuscripts with the Ordinatio of 
Duns Scotus with the marginal glosses of John Isner (ms. Kraków, BJ, 
1409) or Matthias of Labiszyn and Matthias of Saspów (ms. Kraków, 
BJ, 1407).'°° Therefore, this current was known in Cracow earlier than 
Markowski thought ant taught at least in the 1440s, and the presence 
of Duns Scotus’s thought in Cracow should be considered deeper. 

What is more, the language style of Matthias draws the reader’s at- 
tention, distinguishing his text from the other Principia from Cracow. 
For example, he argues with his “concurrent master” in a sarcastic style, 
counseling him on the usage of the Aristotelian rules of reasoning and 
metaphysics to correct the errors in his thought: Et bonum fuisset, quod 
tunc magister respexisset ad disputata Posteriorum et ad quaestiones 
quarti Metaphysicae respexisset. (a. 1, con. 1, corr. 4, p. 36). 

The first Principium of Matthias was delivered in the shadow of the 
war between Poland and Turkey in the years 1443-1444 (finished by the 


155 M. MARKOWSKI, “Szkotyzm na Uniwersytecie Krakowskim w wiekach średnich,” 


Studia Franciszkańskie 3 (1988), pp. 113-118; MARKOWSKI, Dzieje Wydziału 
Teologii Uniwersytetu Krakowskiego, p. 205; M. MARKOWSKI, “Der Skotismus 
an der Krakauer Universität im Mittelater,” MPP 24 (2001), pp. 147-161; 
L. Nowak, “Rekopismienne $wiadectwa recepcji pism Dunsa Szkota na Uni- 
wersytecie Krakowskim. Katalog dzieł,” in Blogostawiony Jan Duns Szkot 
1308-2008 (Materiały Międzynarodowego Sympozjum Jubileuszowego z okazji 
700-lecia śmierci bl. Jana Dunsa Szkota, Katolicki Uniwersytet Lubelski Jana 
Pawła II, 8-10 kwietnia 2008), ed. E.I. ZIELIŃSKI, R. MAJER, Lublin, 2011, 
pp. 743-761. 

I thank Lucyna Nowak from the Jagiellonian Library for drawing my attention 
to this fact. 
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death in the battle of the king of Poland, Ladislaus of Varna, on Novem- 
ber 10, 1444), and Matthias's Principium echoes the political situation 
of his time. No other such witnesses have been delivered in the earlier 
texts of theologians from the University of Cracow. While Matthias 
proves that the articles of faith are not known from themselves, he uses 
the example of Turks, Saracens, and Tatars. In this way, Matthias is the 
first theologian from Cracow known to me who deals with the plurality 
of religions. It is worth reading his testimony: 


Et non aestimo, quod magister meus ostendit talia principia esse 
per se nota apud Turcos aut Saracenos aut Tartaros, credo, quod 
sibi caput concuteretur propter talia principia per se nota, propter 
quae ipsi nos dicunt fatuos et insanae mentis, cum dicimus Deum 
esse crucifixum et mortuum et vilificatum spuriis ab hominibus et 
dicimus in sacramento altaris hominem Christum, verum Deum et 
hominem, duodecim pedum quantitate contineri sub parva specie 
panis. Ecce principia per se nota, propter quae gentes et Iudaei 
dicunt nos somniare. Unde et Turcus, qui fuit in legatione apud 
nos in regno Poloniae, ex parte caesaris Turcorum, anno Domini 
1440, ostendens imaginem Crucifixi in via illud ad conducentes 
eum dixit: ecce Deus vester. Et responsum fuit non est Deus, sed 
imago Eius, respondit: tamen est Deus vester et non bene factum 
(a. 1, con. 1, corr. 4, p. 36). 


Later, in the second article, Matthias proves the absurdity of the sects, 
including the Turks’ sect. Let us give a world again to Matthias, which 
manifests the attitude of the epoch: 


Quidam tantum Vetus Testamentum recipiunt ut Iudaei, quidam 
aliquid utriusque ut Saraceni, quibus Mahometus immundus im- 
miscuit alias immunditias in materias (a. 2, nota 1, p. 38). 


Secundo noto, quod omnes praedictae sectae sunt erroneae, irra- 
tionabiles. Quid est irrationabilius, quam quod pagani per idol- 
atriam colunt opera manuum suarum, in quibus nihil est numi- 
nis? Quid Saraceni, illius villissimi porci discipuli, scilicet Ma- 
hometi, pro suis scripturis allegabant expectantes pro beatitu- 
dine, quod porcis cognovenit gulam, scilicet et coitum? Pro quo 
allegant crescite et multiplicamini et multis utuntur uxoribus? 
Unde et Turcus retulit, qui erat in regimine legatus, quod pro 
se habuit quinquaginta uxores et caesar eius habuit trecentas et 
potest habere quanta, quanta sibi placeret esse vita bestialis. Nam 
non secundum corpus est felicitas, sed secundum animam, ut dicit 
Philosophus, 10 Ethicorum (a. 1, nota 2, pp. 38-39). 
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After the lecture of numerous Principia on the Sentences of the Uni- 
versity of Cracow, the text of Matthias drew my attention particularly 
because of his structure, way of thinking, language, and personal addi- 
tions, which make this text different from the other conventional Prin- 
cipia from Cracow. Matthias's Principia can still lead to fascinating 
discoveries. 


John of Dabrówka 
(ca. 1400 — t January 11, 1472) 


John of Dąbrówka!” enrolled in the University of Cracow in 1420, be- 
came a master of arts in 1427, and then taught at the philosophy faculty. 
In the years 1434-1435, he became a bachelor of the Bible, then he com- 
mented on the Sentences, and later, around 1446-1449, he obtained a 
doctorate in theology. He was chosen nine times as the university's 
rector. In the years 1458-1465, he was vice chancellor of the university. 

'The secondary literature presents conflicting dates for his lectures on 
the Sentences: Z. Włodek proposes the years 1443-1446,? and this 
is also accepted by Z. Szafarkiewicz, 5° but F. Stegmüller (RS 415), 
M. Markowski,160 and M. Zwiercan!6l claim that the lectures had oc- 
curred in 1439-1441. Z. Włodek and Z. Szafarkiewicz considered that 
the “concurrent master" is unknown, while M. Markowski says that it 
was Paul of Pyskowice. Markowski's thesis that Dabrówka gave the lec- 
tures on the Sentences in 1439-1441 would be inconsistent with the fact 
that Paul of Pyskowice gave a lecture on the Sentences in 1442-1443162 
because, according to custom, Dabrówka should refer to the theses of 
the scholar who had already commented on the Sentences. We do not 
know the professors of John of Dabrówka. 


157 RS 415; M. SZAFARKIEWICZ, “Wykład wstępny Jana z Dąbrówki do Drugiej 


Ksiegi Sentencji Piotra Lombarda," AM 18 (2005), pp. 137-147; MARKOWSKI, 
Dzieje Wydzialu Teologii Uniwersytetu Krakowskiego, pp. 158-160; M. ZWIER- 
CAN, “Jan z Dąbrówki (ok. 1400-1472)," in ZKPAT, pp. 179-185; M. ZWIERCAN, 
“Dąbrówka Jan,” in EFP, vol. 1, pp. 274-277. 

WLODEK, “Filozofia a teologia," p. 42. 

SZAFARKIEWICZ, “Wykład wstępny Jana z Dąbrówki,” p. 141. 

MARKOWSKI, Dzieje Wydziału Teologii Uniwersytetu Krakowskiego, p. 158. 
ZWIERCAN, “Dąbrówka Jan,” pp. 274-277. 

Paul of Pyskowice finished commenting on the Sentences on March 23, 1443 (Ms. 
Kraków, BJ, 1534, f. 369r). 
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John chose as his biblical theme a verse connected with his first name: 
lohannes nomen eius (loh. 1, 63), probably as a clin d'oeil to his 
name.l65 Other examples of such puns in Cracow are in the case of 
Matthias of Saspów and James of Lisów. 

According to M. Szafarkiewicz, concerning the surviving Principia 
from the University of Cracow, the Principia of John of Dabrówka have 
been preserved in the most significant number of manuscripts, as many 
as thirteen, including autographs of the second, third, and fourth Prin- 
cipium.'®* His questions on the Principia are as follows: 


P1: Utrum praeter scientias phisicas sapientiae divinae aminiculati- 
vas ponenda sit sacra theologia pro consequenda beatitudine viatori nec- 
essaria. 


165 About puns in the principia, see the many examples discussed in this volume 


and D. TRAPP, “Augustinian Theology of the 14°" Century. Notes on Editions, 
Marginalia, Opinions and Book-Lore," Augustiniana 6 (1956), pp. 269-272. 

164 Ms. Kraków, BJ, 1764 (autograph without the first Principium). M. Sza- 
farkiewicz classified manuscripts from the Biblioteka Jagiellonska according to 
their families: the first group of four manuscripts are closer to the autograph: 
BJ, 764; BJ, 1521; BJ, 2212; BJ, 2696; the second group of three manuscripts: 
BJ, 1522; BJ, 2202; BJ, 2204 (which is pronuntiatio of Stanistaw of Dabrówka 
from 1462); and the third group of three manuscripts: BJ, 1532; BJ, 2067; BJ, 
2187 (SZAFARKIEWICZ, *Wyklad wstepny Jana z Dabrówki," p. 140). There 
is also another copy of John's text in Jagiellonian Library not mentioned by 
Szafarkiewicz: Ms. Kraków, BJ, Acc., 69/54, ms. Warszawa, Biblioteka Nar- 
odowa, BOZ 60 (which is pronuntiatio of Stanislaw of Przeginia from 1448). 
Szafarkiewicz also mentions one manuscript with commentary by Dabrówka in 
the Włocławek, Biblioteka Seminarium Duchownego im. Księży Chodynskich, 
but she does not give more details: SZAFARKIEWICZ, “Wykład wstępny Jana 
z Dabrówki," pp. 138-139. Maybe it is ms. Wloctawek, Biblioteka Seminar- 
ium Duchownego im. Księży Chodynskich (later in the paper: BSDimKCh), 
60 or Włocławek, BSDimKCh, 288. R. Stegmiiller (RS 415) also mentions two 
manuscripts with this text in Warsaw, Bibl. Nat., Sect. II, Chart. Lat. Q. 
I 92 and Q. I 61, but, as J.B. Korolec, A. Póltawski and Z. Włodek pointed 
out, these manuscripts were destroyed during World War II (J.B. KOROLEC, 
A. POETAWSKI, Z. WŁODEK, “Commentaires sur les Sentences. Supplément au 
Répertoire de F. Stegmüller," MPP 1 (1968), p. 29). Stegmüller (RS 415) also 
mentions *ms. Krakau, Augustiner B 88" but this codex no longer exists in 
the Library of the Canons Regular of the Lateran in Cracow. Ms. Kraków, 
BJ, 1538, ff. 146r-146v contains the question from the fourth Principium. Ms. 
Kraków, BJ, 2655 contains the commentaries of John of Dabrówka, but without 
principia (SZAFARKIEWICZ, *Wyklad wstepny Jana z Dabrówki," pp. 139-140. 
Autographs of Principia of John of Dabrówka: ms. Kraków, BJ, 1764, the second 
Principium: ff. 240r-246v, the third Principium: ff. 292r-300v; and the fourth 
Principium: ff. 356r-367r. These manuscripts do not contain the autograph of 
the first Principium of John of Dabrówka. 
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P2: Utrum ab increato fuerit possibile per creationem mundum ab 
aeterno processisse. 

P3: Utrum Dei Filius incarnatus tempore congruo reparationem hu- 
manae naturae fuerit operatus. 

P4: Utrum novae legis sacramenta pro salutis assecutione tempore 
gratiae necessario sunt instituta. 


The question of the first principium was edited by Z. Włodek twice, 
and the question of the second principium by M. Szafarkiewicz.'© At 
the beginning of this question, John of Dabrówka presents three notes 
differentiating the features of theology and philosophy, which allow him 
to later conclude about the role of theology. Firstly, he distinguishes 
two notions, scientia and sapientia, identifying them with natural phi- 
losophy — meaning metaphysics — and theology, respectively. Based on 
Peter of Tarantaise, John distinguishes that scientia is known by inferior 
reason, which gives the cognition of human things from the principles 
accessible to human reason, while sapientia is known by superior reason, 
which gives the cognition of divine things and eternal laws (PJ, a. 1, nota 
1, pp. 20-21). Peter of Tarantaise illustrates a beautiful image: infe- 
riora quidem perfecte a ratione cognoscuntur, superiora vero nom, quia 
infinite excedunt intellectum, sicut lux candela ab oculto perfecte capitur, 
lux vero solis non. (PI, nota 1, p. 21) According to Augustine, scientia 
is cognitio rerum humanum and sapientia is cognitio rerum divinarum, 
which comes from the principles illuminated by the divine light and gives 
perfect cognition, and for this reason, wisdom is accessible only to be- 
lievers. While science prepares (disponere) the soul to acquire virtues, 
wisdom grants them. To exemplify this thesis, John evokes another im- 
age comparing science and wisdom to wood and a ship, excerpted from 
Guibert of Tournai (around 1200-1284): ligna navi nihil conferunt, ta- 
men navem homines non nisi ex lignis faciunt, (PI, nota 1, p. 21), which 
demonstrates that philosophy is necessary for theology, but it is inferior 
to it. 

'Then, based on Giles of Rome and Thomas Aquinas, John endorses 
that theology is necessary for two reasons. The first one is moral: hu- 
man law cannot punish every sin, especially committed in secret, while 
theology can. The second reason is cognitive: theology provides certain 


165^ WHLODEK, “Filozofia a teologia," pp. 93-102; WŁODEK, coop. TATARZYNSKI, 


Scripta manent, pp. 20-28. Quoting Dabrówka's Princpium, I refer to the latter. 
See also the edition of SZAFARKIEWICZ, “Wyktad wstepny Jana z Dabrówki," 
pp. 149-156. 
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knowledge, unlike philosophy, which deals with the uncertain contin- 
gents and human action, and may be wrong (PI, nota 2, p. 22). 

Finally, again based on Peter of Tarantaise, John distinguishes two 
contemplations: philosophical and theological. By practicing the first, 
nobody can achieve the final goal of human beings, which is assimilation 
with the Creator. Only theological contemplation can achieve this goal. 
While the first contemplation is obscure and based on creation, the 
second is clear and based on the divine essence. Moreover, by practicing 
theology, one gains merits through which one is assimilated with God 
and unites with him (PI, nota 3, p. 22-23). 

Based on these three notes, John presents three conclusions. Firstly, 
the philosophical sciences are helpful (aminiculativae) for theology, but 
they are servants (ancillae, famulae) of theology. Quoting Guibert of 
Tournai again, John states that theology deals not only with voices 
(voces) but also with things (res), which are the signs of the voices. 
Therefore, theology needs philosophy to understand the things and their 
hidden sense well. Then in the corollaries, John specifies that, thanks to 
philosophy, one can better (1) know and (2) defend the truth of faith. 
John claims that theology prohibits only the sciences that are not useful, 
whose goal is only pleasure (3). To prove these opinions, the author bases 
his reasoning on the authorities of Augustine (1), Hugh of St. Victor 
(2), and canon law (3) (PI, con. 1, adverte, pp. 24-25). 

Secondly, next to (praeter) philosophy, theology is necessary for man 
(necessario est ponenda, p. 25). Even though theology is not science 
in the proper sense because theology deals with many themes,! it is 
instead the wisdom inspired by the Holy Spirit, which speaks about 
veritas simplicissima manifested by the multiple sense of the Scripture 
( PI, con. 2, corr. 2, arg., p. 26) and cannot be wrong (PI, con. 2, corr. 3, 
p. 25). 

Finally, answering the starting question, theology is necessary for the 
achievement of eternal blessedness because theology manifests the truth, 
which is necessary for salvation (PI, con. 3, p. 26). For this reason, as 
pagan philosophers cannot achieve salvation because they do not know 
the proper cult (propter defectum latriae ad salutem cuilibet necessariae) 
( PI, con. 3, corr. 1, p. 26), modern philosophers cannot achieve by science 
the things accessible only by the wisdom, and they cannot be saved only 


166 OHANNES DE DAMBROWKA, Principium I, con. 2, corr. 1, ed. WŁODEK, p. 25; 


IOHANNES DE DAMBROWKA, Principium I, con. 2, corr. 1, argumentatio, ed. 
WŁODEK, pp. 25-26. 
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by practicing philosophy (PI, con. 3, corr. 2, p. 26). One can only by 
having the knowledge of Scripture and living according to it (PI, con. 3, 
corr. 3, p. 26). 

John represents the Augustinian vision of theology, understood as wis- 
dom, that is superior to natural metaphysics and necessary for salvation. 
He emphasizes the utility of philosophical studies or theology, but phi- 
losophy is only a servant of the sacred doctrine. Among the medieval 
scholars, he based his opinions especially on the authorities of Thomas 
Aquinas, Peter of Tarantaise, and Gilbert of Tournai, but he also recalls 
Hugh of St. Victor, Alan of Lille, and Giles of Rome, which demonstrates 
his erudition and attachment to the ideas of the thirteenth-century Paris 
school. Even though John invokes Aquinas, he does not do so with his 
doctrine of the subalternation of theology. What should be added here 
is the fact that there is no discussion with the “concurrent master” in 
this question. 

In his second principium, Dąbrówka discusses the possibility of the 
eternity of the world and the title of his question matches verbatim 
the first quaestio of Book II of the famous Carmelite Michel Aiguani 
de Bononia.!67 In fact, a copy of Aiguani’s Sentences is preserved in 
Jagiellonian Library, ms. Kraków, BJ, 1459, and this question runs on ff. 
75r-77v. This is an extraordinary example of the reception of Aiguani's 
thought in Cracow, and the question of the relationship between these 
needs further investigation. 

John divides his question into three articles: 1) Utrum esse increa- 
tum sit omnium creatorum unicum principium productivum; 2) Utrum 
ab increato esse fuerit possibile per ideationem mundum ab aeterno pro- 
cessisse; and 3) Utrum ab increato esse fuerit possibilis per creationem 
mundum ab aeterno processisse (PII, a. 1-3, pp. 150-156). John dis- 
cusses within the first article the relation between esse increatum and 
esse creatum. He uses Peter of Tarentaise's thesis of the unity of the pro- 
ductive principle, which is based on the order of the universe, namely 


197 RS 536. Michel Aiguani de Bononia OCarm., (around 1320-1400). He studied 
in Paris, where he prepared his commentary on the Sentences, then he was ac- 
tive in Bologne. Cf. B. XiBERTA, “De magistro Michaele Aiguani Bononiensi, 
priore generali ordinis Carmelitarum," Analecta ordinis Carmelitarum 7 (1930), 
pp. 3-43, 121-157; L.A. KENNEDY, “Michael Aiguani, O.Carm. (+ 1400), and 
Divine Absolute Power," in Carmel in Britain. Essays on the Medieval En- 
glish Carmelite Province, ed. P. FITZGERALD-LOMBARD, vol. 2, Rome 1992, 
pp. 249-255. 


115 


116 


Wojciech BARAN 


on the distinction between esse actuale and esse creatum and on the 
distinction between act and potency (PII, a. 1, con. 1, pp. 150-151). 
The second article demonstrates the real existence of ideas in God's 
mind and the importance of God's will in creation and for the world's 
hierarchical order. Peter of Tarantaise and Avicenne are his sources 
when he distinguishes two types of esse of natural forms (formae natu- 
rales): 1) in actu, in their proper genre, and 2) in potentia activa, in 
the first motor — God. When the forms are in the first matter, they 
exist in potentia passiva, and when they are in God, they exist in poten- 
tia activa. In this way, God has in himself the formae exemplares, also 
called ideae, which are the patterns for the forms of created things.!9? 
'This note leads John to the conclusion that ab increato esse asseveran- 
dum est per ideationem mundum. ab aeterne processisse. The concept 
of the eternal unseparated patterns in the mind of God, which are an 
example for every contingent being, is based on the authority of the 
writings of Denys Areopagite, Augustine, Boethius, and Paul Apostle. 
God has in his mind the ratio et species of every contingent, which are 
medium for our cognition (PII, a. 2, con. 1, ratio 1-3, p. 152). The ideas 
exist in God's mind realiter, formaliter, et pluraliter, and not just secun- 
dum rationem, naturam, vel singulariter, frigendae, (p. 152). Anyone 
who denies that is infidelis, according to Francis of Mayronis, a famous 
pupil of Duns Scotus (PII, a. 2, con. 1, corr. 3, p. 153). This leads 
to an important statement: according to John, negating the realism of 
universals is almost a heresy. We should also add that the name of 
Francis was never quoted in the earlier Principia from Cracow. Even 
though divine intellect is the cause of every created thing, the divine 
will is causa immediatior quam intellectus and the cause of the hierar- 
chical order of created things. Presenting these opinions, John objects 
to his “concurrent master," who focused instead on the importance of 
the divine intellect than the divine will in creation. According to John's 
fellow, the hierarchical order of things depended on the divine intellect 


165 OHANNES DE DAMBRÓWKA, Principium. II, a. 2, nota 1, ed. SZAFARKIEWICZ, 
p. 151: “Sicut formae artificiales habent duplex esse, unum in actu, secundum 
quod sunt in materia, alterum in potentia activa, secundum quod sunt in mente 
artificis, ita etiam formae naturales habent, dulepx esse (...) unum in actu, 
secundum quod sunt in proprio genere, alterum in potentia activa, secundum 
quod sunt in primo motore, id est in Deo. Nam quicquid est in prima materia 
in potentia passiva est in primo motore in potentia activa. Cum enim operere- 
tur omnis non ex naturali necessitate, sed secundum propositum, oportet quod 
habeat apud se omnium operandorum formas exemplares quae dicuntur ideae, 
ab ideis, quod est formae." 
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and not on the divine will, as Aquinas proved (PII, a. 2, con. 1, corr. 5, 
pp. 153-154). In this way, John represents Franciscan and Augustinian 
voluntarism rather than Dominican rationalism. 

In the third article, John again refuses, based on Peter of Tarantaise, 
the possibility of the eternity of the world following the Platonic (which 
claimed the eternity of the matter's potency) and the Aristotelian vi- 
sion of the world (which claimed the eternity of the matter and species), 
saying that these opinions should be considered nedum. falsa, verum 
etiam heretica in contradiction to Moses's description of the world's cre- 
ation.!6? This note leads to the conclusion that it is impossible that esse 
increatum created word by the eternal process: this thesis is contrary to 
the Bible's arguments and to the determinatio sanctae matris Ecclesiae 
by the fourth council of the Lateran from 1215 and by the internal philo- 
sophical contradiction of creation and the eternity of the world ( PII, a. 3, 
pp. 154-155). Every created being cannot be coeternal with God (PII, 
a. 3, p. 155) and has to come to being from not being. God could create 
something a parte post, but not a parte ante, sibi coaeternam (PII, a. 3, 
p. 155). 

Summing up, John of Dabréwka’s thought embraces the ideas of Pe- 
ter of Tarantaise, Augustine, Gilbert of Tournai, and Thomas Aquinas. 
In his vision, theology is wisdom rather than science. The same vision 
about theology as wisdom is shared by Matthias of Saspów, who in- 
deed takes a lot from John of Dabréwka. Like Benedict Hesse, John 
of Dabrówka refuses the Thomistic idea of the possibility of the world’s 
eternity and presents the safe teaching of the Church about creation 
which does not raise any doubts. The world's eternity is denied by 
the Bible, the authority of the Church, and the internal philosophical 
contradiction of this thesis. About the world's creation, Dabrówka em- 
phasizes the real existence of the ideas in God's mind, which are the 
pattern for every created things that exemplify John's choice of meta- 
physical realism. The author demonstrates the superiority of the divine 


169 OHANNES DE DAMBRÓWKA, Principium II, a. 3, nota 1, ed. SZAFARKIEWICZ, 


p. 154: Ponentium mundum a Deo factum, triplex praecise legitur esse circa 
mundi aeternitatem positio (...). Prima Platonis, qui posuit mundum ab aeterno 
fore in potentia materiae, non in actu speciei, sed operatione divina eductum de 
potentia in actum non ab aeterno, sed in tempore. Altera Aristotelis, qui posuit 
mundum esse ab aeterno actu in materia et specie et in statu generationis et cor- 
ruptionis, sicut modo. Tertia Moysi, qui posuit mundum non fuisse ab aeterno, 
nec in potentia materiae, nec in actu sed in sola potentia agentis et in tempore 
factum a Deo, quo ad materiam et speciem. Prima et secunda opinio iudicatur 
nedum falsa, verum etiam haeretica. Tertia sola vera et firmiter tenenda.” 
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will over the divine intellect, which is an obvious choice of Franciscan 
voluntarism. 


John of Stupca (ca. 1408 — f August 2, 1488) 


John of Słupca (Stupcza)!"? enrolled at the university in 1429 where he 


studied arts and then taught it at the faculty. In the 1430s, he started 
his theological studies and gave biblical lectures in 1440-1441. Then he 
commented on the Sentences embracing Peter of Tarentaise's doctrine 
around 1449-1451, and on November 17, 1451, he obtained the licentiate 
and the title of doctor in theology on February 15, 1452. 

From his Principia, only his sermons survived in his autograph ma- 
nuscript Kraków, BJ, 2230.'7! He chooses as a biblical theme, Candor 
eius lucis aeternae (Sap. 7, 26), which is also the theme chosen by Giles 
of Rome.!”? He cites poets like Alan of Lille or Pseudo-Ovidian, which 
is the sign of a new epoch, although Alan of Lille seems to be a locus 
communis for Principia in Paris. Kuksewicz also points out Albert the 
Great's impact though the sermon of his third Principium.!? It should 
be added that he was a representant of via communis, and this is relevant 
because he started his theological formation when the spirit of concil- 
iarism had reigned in Cracow, which was temperate only in 1449 when 
the university paid tribute to obedience to Pope Nicholas V.174 This 
must be the reason why there is such a big gap between the moment 
when he lectured on the Bible and when he read on his Sentences. 


170 Z, KUKSEWICZ, “Jan ze Stupczy,” MSZHFSS 1 (1961), pp. 85-117; J. REBETA, 
“Nieznane pisma i fragment biblioteki Jana ze Stupczy,” MSZHFSS 8 (1967), 
pp. 125-148; Markowski, Dzieje Wydziatu Teologii Uniwersytetu Krakowskiego, 
pp. 164-166; S. WIELGUS, “Jan ze Słupczy,” in EFP, vol. 1, pp. 568-570. 

The praise of theology from the first Principium: ff. 265r-v, ff. 266r-271v; from 
the second one: ff. 272r-273r, from the third one: ff. 273v—276v; from the fourth 
one: ff. 277r-280r. Z. SIEMIATKOWSKA, typescript [Opis ms. Kraków, BJ, 2230], 
Kraków, pp. 5-9. 

On the Principia of Gilles of Rome, see C. LUNA, *Il principio super Sententias 
di Egidiu Romano e un principium super Sententias anonimo," in La filosofia me- 
dievale tra antichita ed età moderna. Saggi in memoria di Francesco del Punta, 
ed. A. BERTOLACCI, A. PARAVICINI BAGLIANI, M. BERTAGNA, Firenze 2017, 
pp. 381-410. 

KUKSEWICZ, “Jan ze Stupczy,” pp. 94-95; pp. 99-100. 

MARKOWSKI, Dzieje Wydziału Teologii Uniwersytetu Krakowskiego, pp. 165-166. 
About conciliarism in the fifteenth century, see: S. SWIEŻAWSKI, Les tribulations 
de l'ecclésiologie à la fin du Moyen âge, trad. M. DOMAŃSKA, M. MAURIN, 
M.-T. HUGUET, Paris 1997. 
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Nicholas Ligatoris of Cracow (Goleszko) 
(ca. 1410 — t 1480) 


Nicholas Ligatoris of Cracow, also called Goleszko,!75 became a master 
of arts in 1438 in Cracow and, in the winter semester of 1445-1446, began 
to read on the Bible at the faculty of theology while Laurence of Racibórz 
was guarantor. After the death of Laurence, in the year 1451-1451, 
Benedict Hesse presented him with the lectures of the Sentences. 

His first Principium survived in Cracow and Czestochowa;!" the eu- 
logy of the Bible from the second Principium also survived in Cracow.!77 
Nicholas chose as a biblical theme Elegit eam in habitationem sibi (Ps. 
131, 13) and the question that he added is the following: 

Utrum facultas theologica sit sciencia ex unitate subiecti ydemptificata 
sicut quaelibet(?) sciencia. 


Matthias of Sąspów (ca. 1408-1472) 


Matthias of Saspów!7? enrolled at the University of Cracow in 1426, 
where he became a bachelor of arts in 1432 and master of arts in 1437. 
Then, in 1445, he started his studies in theology. In 1448-1449, he 
gave lectures on the Bible, and commented on the Sentences around 
1455-1457. He obtained his licentiate in 1458, and two years later, on 
November 28, 1460, he became a doctor of theology. 

He chose the biblical theme Cecidit sors super Matthiam (Act. 1, 26) 
connected with his name. The three Principia in his autograph, on the 
first, second, and fourth books of Sentences, have been preserved to this 
day.!? We do not know his professor, but we know that his “concurrent 


175 MARKOWSKI, Dzieje Wydziału Teologii Uniwersytetu Krakowskiego, p. 166. 


176 Ms. Kraków, BJ, 2302, ff. 236r-246r; M. KOWALCZYK, typescript [Opis ms. 
Kraków, BJ, 2302], Kraków 1985, pp. 16-17; ms. Częstochowa, Biblioteka i 
Archiwum Ojców Paulinów, II 22 (270R), ff. 78r-94v. 

177 Ms. Kraków, BJ, 2302, ff. 240r-242v. 

178 RS 534, 535; Z. WŁODEK, “Maciej z Saspowa,” MSZHFSS 3 (1964), pp. 44-91; 

WŁODEK, “Filozofia a teologia," pp. 167-168; S. BAFIA, “Maciej ze Saspowa 

ok. 1408-1472)," in ZKPAT, pp. 187-193; Z. WŁODEK, “Maciej ze Saspowa,” 
in EFP, vol. 2, pp. 17-18; KNOLL, *A Pearl of Powerful Learning," p. 490. 

179 Autograph of Matthias of Saspów: Ms. Kraków, BJ, 2203; the first Principium: 
praise of the Holy Scripture: ff. 1r-8r; question: ff. 13r-18r; the second Princi- 
pium: praise of the Holy Scripture ff. 9r-12v, question: 18v-21r. Z. WLODEK, 
typescript [Opis ms. Krakôw, BJ, 2203], Kraków, pp. 1-2. The manuscript 
Kraków, BJ, 2203 also contains two other Principia on the first and the second 
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master" was Stefan of Bol (Bossch). Matthias proposes the following 
questions: 


P1: Utrum sacrae theologiae supernaturaliter traditae studium cuilibet 
viatori ob salutis suae refrigerium sit necessarium. 

P2: Utrum increatum principium producens mundum temporaliter ab- 
sque materia non sit communicabile alicui creato. 

P4: Utrum sacramenta in omni statu hominis necessaria ad salutem 
sint causa gratiae effectiva. 


Some fragments of his first and second Principium were edited by 
Z. Wiodek. In the praise of the Holy Scripture from the first 
Principium, Matthias asks: utrum sacra theologia ratione suae eminen- 
tis puritatis tradita sit rationali creaturae a Deo summae bonitatis, and 
he answers that theology is characterized by the highest purity and came 
from God's mind, and, for this reason, it is based on stable truth.!*! 


books of the Sentences, but they are not attributed. The fourth Príncipium of 
Matthias of Sąspów is conserved in ms. Kraków, BJ, 2241, praise: ff. 1r-9v, 
question: ff. 9v-14r, thanksgiving: ff. 14r-v, Z. WEODEK, typescript [Opis ms. 
Kraków, BJ, 2241], Kraków, pp. 1-3. The biblical theme is also preserved in ms. 
Kraków, BJ, 1442, f. 2r, but this manuscript does not contain the full praise and 
question of Principium, it only has Matthias's commentary on the Sentences. 
180 7. WLODEK, “Maciej z Saspowa,” MSZHFSS, pp. 65-70. She edited some frag- 
ments from the praise of the Holy Scripture from the first Principium containing 
the question Utrum sacra theologia ratione suae eminentis puritatis tradita sit 
rationali creaturae a Deo summae bonitatis (ms. Kraków, BJ, 2203, ff. 3r-5v), 
then some fragments of the third sub-question of the first Principium: Utrum 
sacrae theologiae supernaturaliter traditae studium cuilibet viatori ob salutis suae 
refrigerium sit necessarium (ms. Kraków, BJ, 2203, ff. 13r-18r); some fragments 
from the discussion with the magister concurrens from the question of the first 
Principium (ms. Kraków, BJ, 2203, ff. 15r-v); and some fragments from the 
praise of the Holy Scripture from the second Principium containing the question 
Utrum sacra theologia sorte tradita per proprietates creaturarum ducat in cogni- 
tionem proprietatum, sui creatoris (ms. Kraków, BJ, 2203, ff. 10r-12r). Then 
she edited some small juxtapositions in Matthias's texts with the anonymous 
commentary contained in ms. Kraków, BJ, 1438 and BJ, 1585 and with John 
of Dabrówka's commentary, which proves Matthias's dependence of these texts: 
fragments of the second Principium, fragments of quaestio inchoationis from the 
commentary on the first book of the Sentences, and fragments of questions 8 and 
11 of the first book. 
WŁODEK, “Maciej z Saspowa,” MSZHFSS, p. 65: “Prima conclusio: sacra theolo- 
gia in eo, quod est praecelsae puritatis, dicitur sorte emanasse de mente omnium 
creatoris. Secunda conclusio: sacra scriptura ratione diffusivae suae auctoritatis 
est stabilis veritatis. Tertia: sacra pagina ratione profundae capacitatis est almae 
fructositatis" Ms. Kraków, BJ, 2203, f. 3r. 
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Matthias calls the theology vera logica, vera moralis philosophia, hu- 
mana prima sapientia, and he claims that it is useful: in sigillatione 
vitae, in plantatione fidei et in aedificatione morum, and, for this rea- 
son, it is required to be known by priests (ed. Włodek, p. 65). Matthias 
claims that all priests are also obliged to know not only theology, but 
also philosophy.!?? 

In the first article of the question of the first Principium, Matthias 
affirms that theology is wisdom that came directly from God in a spe- 
cial way. It deals with the most universal and high cause, that is God. 
Matthias distinguishes sapientia philosophorum — metaphysics — and 
sapientia sanctorum seu theologorum. While the first gives only cogni- 
tion of God, the second leads to a more profound love of God (p. 66). 
We have already seen a similar distinction between two contemplations 
in Matthias of Labiszyn and John of Dabrówka. 

In the second article of this question, Matthias points out that God is 
known naturally only from the effects of his actions, thanks to abstrac- 
tion. At the same time, theology gives access to the truths about God 
that are inaccessible by human reason (ed. Włodek, p. 66), like the truth 
about the divine Trinity, the truth about the free and temporal creation 
of the world, and the number of spirits. While philosophy is based on di- 
visions, definitions, proof, and examples, theology is based on prophets’ 
revelations, descriptions of creation in Psalms, and confirmations done 
by the miracles and signs (ed. Włodek, pp. 66-67). 

Since Matthias quotes the name of his opponent expressis verbis, it is 
easy to identify his socius as magister Stephan de Bol mecum concur- 
rens. (p. 67) In opposition to Stephan, Matthias defends his theses by 
saying that the theology of wanderers is stronger than the other sciences 
because it is based on perpetual truths.!*? 


13? WHLODEK, “Maciej z Saspowa,” MSZHFSS, p. 65: “omnes sacerdotes obligan- 
tur ad intelligentiam gramaticae et huius scientiae, quae scientia secundum Hi- 
eronimum est noscere, legereque prophetas, evangelio credere, apostolos id est 
articulos fidei non ignorare.” Ms. Kraków, BJ, 2203, f. 4v. 

WLODEK, “Maciej z Saspowa,” MSZHEFSS, p. 67: "Conclusio prima secundi arti- 
culi magistri Stephani de Bol mecum concurrentis, salva sua reverentia, est falsa, 
quam ponit dicere: loquendo de veritate secundo modo theologia viatoris non 
magis innititur perpetuae veritati, quam aliae scientiae. Mea autem conclusio 
dicit quod magis". Ms. Kraków, BJ 2203, f. 15r. WŁODEK, “Maciej z Saspowa,” 
MSZHFSS, p. 68: “Conclusio secunda secundi articuli mei Magistri quam ponit 
dicens: loquendo de veritate primo modo dicta theologia viatoris non innititur 
perpetuae veritati, est falsa, ergo mea autem vera.” Ms. Kraków, BJ 2203, f. 15v. 
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In the second principium, while praising the Holy Scripture, Matthias 
asks a question instead concerning the problems of the first book of the 
Sentences: Utrum sacra theologia sorte tradita per proprietates creatu- 
rarum. ducat in cognitionem proprietatum sui creatoris,'*4 and he then 
introduces the question of the second principium mentioned above.!®° 

Z. Włodek considers that the commentary of Matthias is based on two 
works: 1) on the anonymous commentary on the Sentences preserved in 
ms. Kraków, BJ, 1585 (the first book), BJ, 1438 (the second book) and 
BJ, 1721 (the fourth book) — this is a commentary from the beginning 
of the fifteenth century, which came to Cracow from Leipzig, and 2) 
on the questions of John of Dabrówka from 1439-1441, which was very 
widespread in Cracow.!?6 Matthias reworked the questions from these 
commentaries and used the same questions. Because John of Dabrówka 
drew from Peter of Tarentaise, the impact of this Dominican is also vis- 
ible in Matthias's texts. In his considerations, Matthias also invokes the 
authorities of Durandus and Francis of Mayronis (also invoked by John 
of Dabrówka), the masters of theology of the University of Paris from 
the thirteenth century, and, surprisingly, also the authority of Gregory 
of Nazianzus,!?" but this could have come from an indirect source. 


James of Lisów (ca. 1420 — t 1475) 


James of Lisów started his study at the University of Cracow in 1436 
and obtained a master of arts in 1441, then he studied canon law and 
became a doctor of the law in 1458.188 Then he commented on the Bible 


184 Ms. Krakow, BJ, 2203, ff. 10r-12r. WŁODEK, “Maciej z Saspowa,” MSZHFSS, 
pp. 68-69: *Utrum sacra theologia sorte tradita per proprietates creaturarum 
ducat in cognitionem proprietatum sui creatoris. Respondeo per tres succintas 
conclusiones: prima: sacra theologia per immensam magnitudinem et multi- 
tudinem creaturarum ducit in notitiam potentiae summi Patris. Secunda: sacra 
theologia a Deo sorte emanans per mirum decorem universi ducit in cognitionem 
sapientiae increatae summi Dei. Tertia: sacra theologia a Deo sorte prodiens per 
infinitam bonitatem creaturarum ducit in notitiam emanativam summae boni- 
tatis" Ms. Kraków, BJ, 2203, f. 10r. 

WŁODEK, typescript [Opis ms. Kraków, BJ, 2241], Kraków, pp. 1-3; WŁODEK, 
“Maciej z Saspowa,” MSZHFSS, pp. 68-70. 

186 See the comparisons done by Z. Włodek in “Maciej z Saspowa,” MSZHESS, 
pp. 69-74. 

WŁODEK, “Maciej z Saspowa,” p. 69: haec conclusio est Gregorii Nazianensi in 
suo Apologeticon 1.2°, ms. Kraków, BJ, 2203, f. 11r. 

WŁODEK, “Filozofia a teologia," pp. 43-45; MARKOWSKI, Dzieje Wydziału 
Teologii Uniwersytetu Krakowskiego, pp. 178-179. 
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at the Faculty of theology in the years 1457-1458, and in 1463-1465 he 
commented on the Sentences. In 1466, he obtained his licentiate of 
theology. He finished his studies of theology by doctoral promotion on 
May 11, 1467. 

As Matthias of Saspów, James chose the biblical theme connected 
with his name: Verbum misit Dominus in Iacob (Is. 9, 8).15? His pro- 
fessors were Nicholas Bylina of Leszczyny and John of Pniów. About 
his “concurrent master," Z. Włodek thinks that it could be Stanisław of 
Zawada or Paul of Klobuck.!?? The whole text of his Principia is based 
on John of Dabrówka's Principia and survived until today.!?! James 
proposes the following questions: 


P1: Utrum scientia sacrarum litterarum, ad salutem ordinata ani- 
marum, de congruo ad sui notitiam praesupponat studiosam acquisi- 
tionem liberalium disciplinarum. 

P2: Utrum Deus gloriosus principium universarum rerum existens 
productivum potuit mundum vel aliquam aliam rem in esse producere 
aeternaliter. 

P3: Utrum Filius Dei humanam naturam assumpsisset dato, quod 
homo sine peccato in statu innocentiae permanisset. 

P4: Utrum sacramenta veritatis contentiva umbraticis et figurabilibus 
efficaciora gratiae per quam tollitur spiritualis morbus animae sint causa 
effectiva. 


The question from the first Principium is edited by Z. Wlodek.!?? James 
asks if philosophy is suitably presupposed for theological studies. He 
divides his question into three articles in which he considers whether 
theology is a science (a. 1, pp. 104-108); whether theology is aimed 
at salvation (a. 2, pp. 103-111); and whether philosophy is suitably 
presupposed for theology (a. 3, pp. 111-113). 


189 7. Wlodek based her attribution of these Principia to James of Lisów on this 


theme connected with the first name of the author as it has a place in the case of 
John of Dabrówka and Matthias of Saspów. She also leaves a margin of error that 
these Principia eventually could be attributed to Stanislaw of Zawada promoted 
at the same time. WEODEK, “Filozofia a teologia," pp. 44-45. 

WLODEK, “Filozofia a teologia," p. 43. 

191 Ms, Kraków, BJ, 2302; the first principium: praise of the Holy Scripture: 
ff. 106r-110v; question: 120v-125v; the second principium: praise: 110v-113v; 
question: 125v-129v; the third principium: praise ff. 113v-116v; question: 
ff. 129v-132v; the fourth principium: praise: ff. 116v-120v; question: 132v-135v; 
KOWALCZYK, typescript [Opis ms. Kraków, BJ, 2302], pp. 5-9. 

WLODEK, “Filozofia a teologia," pp. 103-114. 
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James invokes Thomas of Strasbourg's authority, claiming that his 
own views agree with those of the Augustinian. In this respect, he calls 
theology scientia verissima because of the presence in it of their princi- 
ples (God and the articles of faith), good means (morality, which helps 
to achieve God), and conclusions (blessedness in heaven and condem- 
nation in hell) (a. 1, con. 2, p. 107). Concerning the contemplation of 
divine things, theology can be called wisdom, but concerning the act of 
theology, it is a science (a. 1, con. 2, corr. 1, p. 107). The author presents 
his views in opposition to the “concurrent master," who, based on Au- 
gustine, denied the scientific dimension of theology identifying wisdom 
with science.!?? 

In the second article, James points out that the goal of theology is 
salvation (a. 2, nota 1, p. 108). Embracing Tarantaise's doctrine, James 
says that the goal of a rational creature is assimilation with the Creator 
by the hope of contemplation. Obscure contemplation can be achieved 
through metaphysics — human theology — but full contemplation is 
accessible only by the divine theology inspired by the Holy Spirit. Thus, 
by practicing the divine theology, one can improve one's moral state, 
and in this way, achieve the final goal of existence, which is salvation 
(a. 2, nota 1, pp. 108-109). 

Nevertheless, this contemplation is not sufficient, and he invokes here 
the position of Henry of Langenstein,?^ according to whom one also 
needs good intention of practicing theology, for, if one practices it be- 
cause of the desire for human honors or money and not because of God, 
this contemplation does not lead him to salvation (a. 2, nota 2, p. 109). 

Based on Aquinas, James says that the study of theology with good 
intention is directed to salvation, but merits related to practicing the- 
ology are available only for those who are in the state of grace. This 
concept does not exclude the uneducated and simple (simplices et rudes) 
from the possibility of salvation: according to Isidore, for the simple, 
only the knowledge of the prayer ^Our Father" and Creed is necessary 
to achieve salvation, provided that they live appropriately. The above 


193 IACOBUS DE Lisow, Principium I, a. 1, con. 2, corr. 2, ed. WŁODEK, p. 107: 


“Ipsius (sc. magistri concurrenti — W.B.) vero conclusio prima dixit, quod sacra 
theologia est sapientia, non ponans differentiam inter scientiam et sapientiam, 
quam ponunt doctores.” 

Henry of Langenstein, after having study theology in 1375 in Paris, moved to 
Vienna, where he was one of the founders of the faculty of theology from here. 
Cf. M. BRiNzEL CH. SCHABEL, “Henry of Langenstein, His Fellow Parisian 
Bachelors of the Sentences, and the Academic Year 1371-1372," Vivarium 58 
(2020), pp. 335-346. 
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clarifications negate the competitor's view that studium cuilibet viatori 
est meritorium (a. 2, con. 1, corr. 3, pp. 110-111). 

Finally, in the third article, James returns to the starting question 
concerning the appropriateness of arts in theological studies. Accord- 
ing to Augustine, theology can be known not only by the studies but 
also by the peculiar way of illumination. Theology is the most honor- 
able and self-sufficient science, but despite this, it uses philosophy as 
an ancilla or famula (p. 111). Because of the presence in the theol- 
ogy of the signs, things, and names (signa, res, voces), which are also 
the subjects of philosophy, proficiency in philosophy gives the possibil- 
ity to deepen theology, thus philosophy practiced correctly is a proper 
and useful instrument of theology (a. 3, nota 1, pp. 111-112). For this 
reason, it is appropriate to learn philosophy to understand theology 
better. Philosophy helps to defend the faith (p. 111), but it should be 
learned not because of pleasure (voluptas) but because of its usefulness 
(a. 3, pp. 112-113). James's concept is a part of the known topoi of the 
superiority of study than curiosity presented, e.g., in Matthew of Cra- 
cow's Rationale divinorum officiorum!?? or in Jean Gerson's Lectiones 
duae contra vanam curiositatem in negotio fidei.!°© Philosophy is espe- 
cially useful to the priests and those who want to be ordained. James 
defends the usefulness of philosophy for priests in contrast to his concur- 
rens master, who claimed that only practical theology and knowledge 
of liturgical books are necessary to be ordained. Nevertheless, as James 
points out, knowledge of philosophy helps to more efficiently defend the 
faith (a. 3, p. 113). As Matthias of Labiszyn, James of Lisów answers, 
at the end of his question, to the objections presented at the beginning 
of the question, which repeat the arguments already used in the three 
articles (pp. 113-114). 
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Matthew of Cracow (around 1345-1410) studied philosophy and achieved a mas- 
ter of arts in 1367. He was dean of the faculty of philosophy in Prague; in 1381, 
he became a doctor of theology there. In 1395 he went to Heidelberg, where 
he was elected the rector of the university, then came to Cracow to establish a 
newly founded university around 1397 and stayed in Cracow until around 1399. 
In 1405-1410, he was a bishop of Worms. Cf. A.L. SZAFRANSKI, “Mateusz z 
Krakowa. Wstęp do badań nad życiem i twórczością naukową,” MSZHFSS 7 
(1967), pp. 25-92; P.-J. HEINIG, “Matthäus von Krakau,” in Neue Deutsche 
Biographie 16 (1990), pp. 397-398; MARKOWSKI, Dzieje Wydziału Teologii Uni- 
wersytetu Krakowskiego, pp. 63-69. 

96 Of Z. KALUZA, “Metateologia Mateusza z Krakowa,” SM 20/1 (1980), 
pp. 41-99; IOHANNES GERSON, Lectiones duae contra vanam curiositatem in 
negotio fidei, in JEAN GERSON, Oeuvres complétes, ed. P. GLORIEUX, vol. 3, 
Paris 1962, pp. 224—249. 
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In James's vision of theology, the sacra doctrina is a true science and, 
at the same time, the real wisdom that leads to salvation. Our theology 
is subordinated to the divine science, and its certitude is based on the 
revealed articles of faith. Practicing theology correctly with a focus on 
salvation can lead a theologian to salvation, but it is not a unique way 
to achieve heaven. Among scholastic authors, James invokes erpressis 
verbis Hugues of St. Victor, Aquinas, Peter of Tarantaise, Thomas of 
Strasbourg, and Henry of Langenstein; the mention of the last one is 
worth attention because James is the first master from Cracow, known 
to me, who invokes him in a principial question. 


Michael Falkener of Wroctaw 
(ca. 1460 — t November 9, 1534) 


The last known Principia on the Sentences from Cracow, which we can 
call medieval but which are different from the others analyzed Principia, 
are the Principia of Michael Falkener of Wroclaw,?" delivered already 
in the sixteenth century. Still, this testimony is worth mentioning to 
measure the evolution of this practice in Cracow. Michel enrolled at the 
University of Cracow in 1478 and became a bachelor of arts in 1481. 
Later, he continued his studies and became the bachelor of the Bible 
around 1508. In 1513-1516, he commented on the Sentences of Lombard; 
he became a bachelor of the Sentences on September 22, 1513. On 
December 1, 1516, he obtained the licentiate of theology, and one year 
later, he became a doctor of theology.!?5 He was a dean of the faculty 
of arts twice. 

In his Principia, Falkener chose the theme: Fons ascendebat e terra ir- 
rigans universam superficiem terrae (Gen. 2, 6).1% Falkener commented 
on the Sentences in the reverse order: he started with the fourth book 
of Sentences, then he commented on the third one, the second one, and 
finally the first one. 


197 RC 543; R. PALACZ, “Michal Falkener z Wroclawia,” MSZHFSS 6 (1966), 
pp. 35-91; MARKOWSKI, Dzieje Wydziału Teologii Uniwersytetu Krakowskiego, 
pp. 210-211; K. BOCHENEK, “Falkener Michał,” in EFP, vol. 1, pp. 365-367. 

199 PaLacz, “Michał Falkener,” pp. 82-84. 

199 Ms. Kraków, BJ, 3236, ff. 1r-15v (the first book), BJ, 3233, ff. 1r-16v (the 
second book), BJ, 3235, ff. 1r-14v (the third book), 3234, 4v-23v (the fourth 
book); PALACZ, “Michał Falkener,” pp. 80-84. 
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P1: Utrum novae legis sacramenta pro salutis assecutione tempore 
gratiae necessario sint instituta (in Book IV). 

P2: Utrum Dei Filius incarnatus tempore congruo reparationi hu- 
manae naturae fuerit operatus (in Book III). 

P4: Utrum creatione cuius unum dumtaxat est principium increatum 
alicui creaturae sit communicative (in Book II). 


The Principium on the first book of the Sentences does not contain 
a specified question. We find the classic structure of a Principium in 
the second and third opening texts of the commentary of Falkener, but 
the opening texts of the first and fourth books of the Sentences are 
odd. The fragment on the first books (ms. Kraków, BJ, 3236) seems 
to be the sermon, since we find a discussion about four Aristotelian 
causes by which the author describes the matter object of the Sentences 
(ff. 1r-5r).20 Then he comments on the Prologus of Lombard on the 
Sentences (ff. 5v-15v), and next, he passes to the first distinction. At 
the beginning of the fourth book (ms. Kraków, BJ, 3234), we find 
the introductory treatise about sacraments in general without a biblical 
theme (ff. 4v-12v), and then the author passes to the question of the 
Principium (ff. 14r-23v). We found the similar sermon-treatise about 
sacraments in the sermon of the fourth principium of Benedict Hesse. 

Another source could be John of Dabrówka. As R. Palacz points out, 
Falkener’s Sentences is rooted in Dabrówka's own Principia: Michael 
shares the same question of his third and fourth principium as John of 
Dabrówka. Michael's contribution seems to be some extra text that he 
added on small cedula conserved in the manuscripts and containing some 
extra notes and glosses.??! However, another fact deserves attention: the 
abbreviation of commentary was the first and unique commentary on the 
Sentences of one academic from Cracow printed at the end of the Middle 
Ages in Cracow in 1521,??? but this printed edition does not contain the 
principia. 


For another example, on the use of the Aristotelian four causes, see the paper 
by Duba and Friedman in this volume. 

??! PaLAcz, “Michał Falkener,” pp. 80-84. 

MICHAEL FALKENER VRATISLAVIENSIS, Epitome conclusionum theologicarum pro 
introductione in quatuor libros Sententiarum Petri Lombardi, Cracoviae 1521 
(the text is accessible online). 
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Conclusion 


This catalogue of surviving principia from the fifteenth century at the 
University of Cracow points out that the main current among Craco- 
vian theologians was articulated as a mixture of eclectic influences. We 
identified a strong impact of the Augustinianism preached by Thomas 
of Strasbourg mixed with a theological view rooted in texts of different 
Parisian masters from the thirteenth century — Thomas, Alexander of 
Hales, Bonaventure, and Peter of Tarantaise — and influenced by mas- 
ters from neighboring Prague from the fourteenth century, especially 
Conrad of Ebrach, Henry Totting of Oyta, Henry of Langenstein, Menso 
of Beckhusen, and Conrad of Soltau. By the mid-fifteenth century, we 
notice the rise of Franciscan influence marked by the introduction of 
references to Duns Scotus's works, especially from the time of Thomas 
Strzempinski and Matthias of Łabiszyn. For this reason, the common 
views of Cracow scholars harmonizing doctrines and sources from the 
thirteenth and fourteenth centuries were called the via communis. The 
tradition of writing the commentaries on the Sentences by the Craco- 
vian scholars, which were based on two anonymous commentaries in 
an Augustinian realm, Utrum Deus Gloriosus and Communis Lectura 
Pragensis, created the faculty custom that became very similar to the 
tradition already known from the Faculty of theology at the University 
of Vienna. For this reason, analogically to the Vienna Group, we can 
call this tradition the Cracow Group. To better understand this phe- 
nomenon, it is necessary to edit the texts of commentaries preserved in 
the manuscripts. 

As M. Markowski tells, several historical phenomena influenced the 
change of thought at the University of Cracow in the second half of the 
fifteenth century,?°? and the same phenomenon had an impact on the 
decline of the role of the principia concluding the polemical discussion 
at the university. Firstly, the University of Cracow, which in the first 
half of the fifteenth century was a bastion of conciliarism and a breeding 
ground for the idea of the council's superiority over the pope, was the 
last European university to submit to the obedience of Pope Nicholas V 
on July 3, 1449. In addition, a year later, in 1450, the Cracow Dominican 
General Studies were incorporated into the University of Cracow, which 
increased the number of students coming from the Order of Preachers 
and the development of studies on the doctrines of the Dominican school. 


203 MARKOWSKI, Dzieje Wydziału Teologii Uniwersytetu Krakowskiego, pp. 172-174. 
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Secondly, at the European level, the concept of conciliarism collapsed 
after the end of the Western Schism and the Council of Basel-Ferrara- 
Florence-Rome. Conciliarism, built mainly on nominalist philosophy, 
appeared to threaten theology. Hence, on June 1, 1452, Nicholas V 
reformed the statutes of the Faculty of Theology in Paris, demanding 
an emphasis on teaching the thoughts of the Dominican theologians of 
via antiqua — Albert the Great and Thomas Aquinas. John Versor 
mainly did this work, and it was further intensified by the political 
decision of Louis XI, who, on March 1, 1473, forbade the promotion of 
nominalism in Paris, which lasted until April 30, 1481, and influenced 
other theological faculties in Europe. Thirdly, Gutenberg's revolution 
of printing resulted in the arrival of numerous printed commentaries on 
the Sentences in Cracow, which were cheaper than manuscripts. In this 
way, Cracow's academics had been becoming more inclined to use ready- 
made texts than to prepare their own commentaries. Due to these three 
phenomena, Cracow abandoned Augustinian fideism in favor of thought 
of Dominican schools, Thomism, Albertism, and Versorism, departing 
from modus quaestionis in favor of modus expositionis, and the role of 
the discussion with the magister concurrens lost its importance. 
Characteristic of the replicationes of the principia from the University 
of Cracow is to address one's opponent, magister concurrens, which is a 
rarity compared to the practice known at other European universities, 
where the formula used was socius, and to monks frater or pater. We 
can assume that this is because mendicants were a small minority at 
the University of Cracow. As P. Knoll calculated, between 1400 and 
1509, the university enrolled more than 21,000 students,?°* and among 
them were only 76 Cistercians, 31 Dominicans, 31 Carmelites, 23 Fran- 
ciscans, 16 Augustinians, and 44 friars from other orders.?? It should 
be added that the functions of university professors were associated with 
the benefices at the Collegiate Church of St. Florian in Cracow and the 
Cracow Cathedral;?° therefore, in its design, the university career was 
intended primarily for the secular clergy. The time of the reign of Peter 
Lombard's Sentences ultimately finished in Cracow at the turn of the 
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. In 1602, Nicholas Dobrocieski, the 
university's rector, introduced the reform of the studies and replaced the 
Sentences of Lombard with the Summa of Thomas Aquinas, thus ending 


KNOLL, “A Pearl of Powerful Learning," p. 151. 

KNOLL, “A Pearl of Powerful Learning," p. 178. 

Codex diplomaticus universitatis Studii generalis Cracoviensis, pp. 54—56; 58-59, 
KNOLL, “A Pearl of Powerful Learning," pp. 130-148. 
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the period of pluralism of theology at the University of Cracow??? and 


the medieval period of this easternmost medieval European university. 
'This reform should be considered as the final terminus for the practice 
of principia within the Faculty of theology from Cracow. 


207 MARKOWSKI, Dzieje Wydziału Teologii Uniwersytetu Krakowskiego, p. 216. 
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on the Sentences. 
The Mystery of the 
Two *Prologues" in Peter of 
Trabibus’ I Sentences* 


William O. Duba and Russell L. Friedman 
(Université de Fribourg, Switzerland - KU Leuven, Belgium) 


Peter of Trabibus was a Franciscan. This statement, based on remarks 
by and about him in manuscripts containing his major written work, his 
massive Ordinatio on I, II, and IV Sentences, is the only thing that we 
know for certain about Peter of Trabibus.! Everything else must be de- 
duced. Because we can attribute to Peter with overwhelming confidence 
a series of anonymous works in ms. Firenze, Biblioteca Nazionale Cen- 
trale, conv. soppr. D.6.359, we can use the references there to the Arno 
River and to several datable events in order to place Peter's activity as 
teacher and writer in Florence, and hence at the Santa Croce Franciscan 


* 


Thanks to Chris Schabel, an anonymous reviewer, and esp. Monica Brinzei for 
help and suggestions. While there is general agreement today that Peter hailed 
from the Italian penninsula, just where in Italy is an open question; therefore, 
we have decided to leave that question open by calling him “Peter of Trabibus”, 
which reflects, in an admittedly awkward way, all the information we have from 
medieval sources about the Franciscan. 

See Peter’s own autobiographical comment about being a Franciscan at fn. 27 
below. See also, e.g., Assisi, Biblioteca del sacro convento, ms. 154 (= Ord. in I 
Sentences), f. 125vb: “Explicit tabula super primum Sententiarum fratris Petri 
de Trabibus ordinis minorum”; Firenze, Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale, conv. 
soppr. B.5.1149 (= Ord. in II Sentences), f. 181ra: “Explicit liber secundus 
secundum fratrem Petrum de Trabibus, ordinis fratrum minorum. Laus tibi sit 
Christe, quoniam liber explicit iste.” Peter's Ordinatio on I, II, and IV Sentences 
is truly massive: ca. 1.2 million words of text. 
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convent, in the years 1294 and after. Moreover, because some aspects 
of Peter's cognitive theory, philosophical psychology, and metaphysics 
are obviously heavily influenced by the ideas of Peter of John Olivi (d. 
1298), it is at least arguable that Peter of Trabibus heard Olivi teach at 
Santa Croce, when the latter was lector there in the period 1287-1289. 
Through references internal to his commentary on the Sentences to an- 
other, and through mentions of both historical events and papal bulls 
in his Ordinationes on II and IV Sentences, we can surmise that Peter's 
Ordinatio on IV Sentences was the last written work of his that we pos- 
sess, having been finished by 1304. There are five surviving manuscripts 
that each contain a full copy of one of the Books of the Ordinatio ver- 
sion of Peter's Sentences commentary. Although the fourteenth-century 
Franciscan James of Tresanti (Trisancto) made heavy use of parts of Pe- 
ter's commentary in James! own commentary, and although it has been 
suggested that Peter may have known Dante, it is clear that, until his 
modern recovery starting in the late nineteenth century, Peter did not 
have major impact.? 

Given how little medieval influence he seems to have had, it is remark- 
able how much modern research has been dedicated to aspects of Peter's 
thought. Dozens of studies have been devoted over the past 140 years 
to the Franciscan, many including editions of texts from his works.? 


On Peter, his life and works, including the derivation of the information in 
this first paragraph, see R.L. FRIEDMAN, The Sentences Commentary of Peter 
of Trabibus. With Question Lists amd Text Editions om Matter, Form, Body, 
and Soul (Studia Sententiarum), Turnhout (Forthcoming). The two essential 
earlier works on these matters are H.A. HUNING, “Die Stellung des Petrus de 
Trabibus zur Philosophie, nach dem zweiten Prolog zum ersten Buch seines Sen- 
tenzenkommentars Ms. 154, Biblioteca Communale, Assisi,” Franziskanische 
Studien 46 (1964), pp. 193-286, Franziskanische Studien 47 (1965), pp. 1-43; 
S. PrRON, “Le poéte et le théologien: une rencontre dans le studium de Santa 
Croce,” in Ut philosophia poesis. Questions philosophiques dans l’écriture de 
Dante, Petrarque, Boccace, ed. J. BIARD, F.M. ZINI, Paris 2008, pp. 73-112 
(originally published in Picenum Seraphicum. Rivista di studi storici e frances- 
cani 19 (2000), pp. 87-134.) Piron suggests that Dante may have attended one 
of Peter's Santa Croce Quodlibetal disputations, a suggestion that is currently 
being further explored by Dr. Lorenzo Dell'Oso. 

For an attempt at an exhaustive listing of the studies devoted to Peter, see 
the question lists in FRIEDMAN, The Sentences Commentary of Peter of Tra- 
bibus. On aspects of Peter's philosophy, see FRIEDMAN, “Peter of Trabibus,” in 
The Encyclopedia of Medieval Philosophy, ed. H. LAGERLUND, Cham 2021?, 
pp. 1458b-1460b, and the still very useful survey by A. TEETAERT, “Pierre 
de Trabibus," in Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, vol. 12,1, Paris 1935, 
col. 2049-2064. 
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Certainly, the Olivian resonances in aspects of Peter of Trabibus’ non- 
political thought partly explain the attraction.^ Likewise, conceptual 
and terminological resemblances between some elements in Peter's doc- 
trine and some in John Duns Scotus’ (d. 1308) have drawn scholarly 
attention.” Whatever the source of the research interest in Peter's work 
and thought, studies to date appear to have completely missed a puz- 
zle to be found right at the very beginning of Peter’s Ordinatio Sen- 
tences commentary. At least since a 1924 article by Ferdinand Delorme, 
there has been talk of Peter having two “Prologues” to the Sentences.® 
The first Prologue is found on the first folia (ff. 1ra-2ra) of the only 
known manuscript containing the entirety of Peter's Ordinatio on I Sen- 
tences, i.e., Assisi, Biblioteca del sacro convento, ms. 154." In a seminal 
1922 article on Peter,? Ephrem Longpré noted that this first “Prologue” 
(Longpré’s term) begins with a quotation from Job 5:9: “Ad Deum 
ponam eloquium meum qui facit magna et inscrutabilia et mirabilia ab- 
sque numero .." Following directly after the First Prologue, without 
any interruption in the manuscript, comes a brief second “Prologue” (ff. 
2ra-b), called *Second Prologue" at least as early as Delorme's 1924 ar- 
ticle, mentioned above. The Second Prologue takes Wisdom 3:15 as its 
focus text (“Bonorum laborum gloriosus est fructus"), and it is followed 


In his political thought, as Roberto Lambertini (extending work by Sylvain Piron 
and Andrea Tabarroni) has been showing, Peter of Trabibus is a far less strident 
figure than Olivi was; see, e.g., R. LAMBERTINI, “Fedelta alla Regola francescana 
e prassi conventuale nella Firenze di fine Duecento: una quaestio di Pietro de 
Trabibus,” in Vedere nell'ombra. Studi su natura, spiritualità e scienze operative 
offerti a Michela Pereira, ed. C. PANTI and N. POLLONI (Micrologus Library, 
90), Firenze 2018, pp. 265-276, esp. pp. 272-273 with references to further 
literature. 

See, e.g., T.B. NOONE and C.A. VATER, “The Sources of Scotus's Theory of Di- 
vine Ideas,” in Divine Ideas in Franciscan Thought (XIII"- XIV Century), ed. 
J.F. FALÀ, I. ZAVATTERO (Flumen Sapientiae. Studi sul Pensiero Medievale, 8), 
Cantenaro 2018, pp. 75-99; H.A. HUNING, “Petrus de Trabibus: Ein Vorläufer 
des Johannes Duns Scotus in der Lehre vom Formalunterschied,” in De Doctrina 
loannis Duns Scoti. Acta Congressus Scotistici Internationalis Oxonii et Edim- 
burgi 11-17 sept. 1966 celebrati (Studia Scholastico-Scotistica, 1), Roma 1968, 
pp. 285-295, and literature referred to there. 

F.M. DELORME, “Pierre de Trabibus et la distinction formelle," La France Fran- 
ciscain T (1924), pp. 255-269, this at p. 258. 

See for more on the manuscript, fn. 28 below. 

E. LONGPRÉ, “Pietro de Trabibus. Un discepolo di Pier Giovanni Olivi," Studi 
Francescani n.s. 8 (1922), pp. 267-290, this at p. 270. See also F. STEGMÜLLER, 
Repertorium Commentariorum in Sententias Petri Lombardi, vol. 1, Würzburg 
1947, p. 339 no. 696, who gives the incipit of each of the two Prologues. 


ot 
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immediately by the text of Peter of Trabibus’ Ordinatio commentary on 
Peter Lombard's Prologue to the Sentences, which, typically for Sen- 
tences commentaries of this period, deals at length with such issues as 
the subject matter of sacred scripture, the scientific status of theology, 
the end or utility of theology, all considered within a framework of the 
four Aristotelian causes. The puzzle, apparently unrecognized before 
now, is: why does Peter of Trabibus have two “Prologues” at the head 
of his commentary on the first Book of the Sentences? Wasn't one Pro- 
logue enough? Are they really both Prologues? To get to the bottom of 
the puzzle, we need to see what's in each of these so-called Prologues. 

'The Second Prologue, the one focusing on the Wisdom passage, has 
in fact been the object of a fair amount of scholarly attention, having 
been edited in its (brief) entirety twice.? The reason for the interest in 
this text is clear: this is one of the very few spots discovered so far in 
all of his still mostly unedited works in which Peter tells us something 
about himself, his intellectual development, and his scholarly method.!° 

In contrast to the attention that Peter's Second Prologue has received, 
his First Prologue, the one themed on the text from Job, has hardly been 
mentioned in the literature and, before our publication of the text below, 
it has never been edited before. One almost gets the feeling, on the basis 
of the near silence in the literature when it comes to the First Prologue, 
that earlier researchers didn't know what to make of it. It must have 
been clear to them that the First Prologue had something to do with 
Peter Lombard, since already in 1922, Longpré had given the following 
text as the incipit of what he called *the Prologue": 


Ad Deum ponam, eloquium meum qui facit magna et inscrutabilia 
et mirabilia absque numero. Verbum propositum, ex V? Job as- 
sumptum potest in persona Magistri Sententiarum secundum in- 
tentionem in praefato opere declaratum assumi. Unde tangitur ibi 
quadruplex causa operis iam praedicti.!! 


Even from this short and ever so slightly flawed transcription, it is clear 
that Peter's purpose in this first Prologue is to show how the Job text 
can be used to explain, according to the fourfold Aristotelian causal 
scheme, the way that Peter Lombard laid out the Sentences as a whole. 


9 DELORME, “Pierre de Trabibus," pp. 258-260; HUNING, “Die Stellung," part 1, 


pp. 227-230. 

For more on the Second Prologue, see at and around fn. 27 below. 

LONGPRE, “Pietro de Trabibus," p. 270. Note that the text is as Longpré pub- 
lished it; in our edition below secundum = suam, and declaratum = declarantis. 
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Apparently to Longpré and Delorme and the others who mentioned Pe- 
ter of Trabibus’ Prologues, this first text was just a “prologue”, a text 
preceding the rest of the work, albeit a Prologue strangely placed imme- 
diately before a second Prologue, but otherwise it was not particularly 
noteworthy. No wonder the First Prologue didn't garner any attention 
in its own right: it was what came before the beginning of the important 
stuff, i.e., the biographical information in the Second Prologue and then 
Peter's I Sentences. But as the study of medieval theological texts and 
the way that they fit into the context of medieval educational institu- 
tions has progressed, it gives us the possibility of inquiring as to whether 
both of these texts are in fact ^prologues", or whether we can now more 
precisely determine the scholastic literary genre to which the one or the 
other belongs. And when we ask those questions, !? it becomes clear that 
the First Prologue could more accurately be labelled a principium on 
Peter Lombard's Sentences. 

Medieval teaching in the universities and convents centered on the 
text; the lectio was, in its original sense, the reading of an authoritative 
text. Around this reading grew glosses, literal expositions, and, ulti- 
mately quaestiones.? The written record of these lectiones expresses a 
range of ambitions from simple explanation, to exhaustive compilation, 
to bold innovation, and we refer to all of these works, rightly or wrongly, 
as “commentaries.”!4 For the teacher in the classroom, communicating 
the context, the frame of these lectiones required a rhetorical strategy 
different from that of the commentary, to impress the students (and 
readers) with the teacher's mastery, to provide them with a vision of 
the totality of the work, and to integrate the lectiones into the academic 
and liturgical seasons that made up the shared life of the convent and 


1? "Thanks to Monica Brinzei for first having brought up the puzzle of the two 


Prologues, which then led to the present chapter. Brinzei has suggested a sim- 
ilar situation to obtain with the two “Prologues” found in the Sentences com- 
mentary of Durand of St.-Pourçain; see her review (in Revue de l'histoire des 
religions 239/1 (2022), pp. 157-159) of DURAND DE SAINT-POURGAIN, Com- 
mentaire des Sentences. Prologue. Présentation et traduction par David Piché 
(Sagesse Médiévales), Paris 2022. 

See, for example, the entry on “lectio” in M. TEEUWEN, The Vocabulary of Intel- 
lectual Life in the Middle Ages (CIVICIMA. Études sur le vocabulaire intellectuel 
du moyen áge, 10), Turnhout 2003, p. 292. 

For some thoughts on the applicability of the term “commentary” to what his- 
torians of medieval thought on a regular basis call *Sentences commentaries", 
see C. SCHABEL, “Were There Sentences Commentaries?," in Commenter au 
Moyen Age, ed. P. BERMON, I. MOULIN (Institut d'études médiévales), Paris 
2019, pp. 243-266. 
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university. The lecturer, furthermore, disposed of a tool designed pre- 
cisely for placing a lectio in context, namely, what has variously been 
called the “university sermon," “scholastic sermon,” or “thematic ser- 
mon ID Such a sermon, delivered as part of the mass, would take as 
its point of departure a thema, that is, a pericope taken from one of 
the day's liturgical readings (lectiones), introduce it (in the protheme), 
before breaking it apart (the division of the theme) into (typically three 
or four) smaller groupings of words, which would form the members 
(membra) of the sermon. Finally, a prayer would conclude the speech. 
This tool, the thematic sermon, provided the form for a principium to 
a course in theology at a medieval studium; the lecturer would choose 
a passage from the Bible as a thema, then break it apart to present the 
full significance of the lectiones that would follow with grand rhyming 
schemes, audacious use of Patristic and lay auctoritates, and rhetorical 
figures. 

To date, the most studied principia speeches are the so-called Prin- 
cipia in theologia: in the inception ceremony in the bishop's aula, the 
candidate theologian receives the biretta marking him as a Master of 
Theology (or magister in sacra pagina), and immediately gives a speech, 
a Commendation of Holy Scripture, signifying the beginning of his preach- 
ing and teaching; days or weeks later, when he “resumed” his course, he 
would give a similar speech, typically providing a structural summary 
of the works of the Bible.!6 It should be noted, however, that those the- 
ologians who rose to the rank of master, and delivered the principia in 
theologia, had previously been bachelors who lectured on the Sentences 
and the Bible, and, before such lectures, gave principia on them.!? 

Thirteenth-century principia speeches appear both alongside the works 
they are meant to introduce and in sermon collections. The extent of 


? 


For an introduction to the genre, see S. WENZEL, Medieval Artes Praedicandi: 
A Synthesis of Scholastic Sermon Structure (Medieval Academy Books, 114), 
Toronto 2015. 

See on these theological principia, e.g., N. SPATZ, "Principia: A Study and 
Edition of Inception Speeches Delivered Before the Faculty of Theology at the 
University of Paris, ca. 1180-1286," Ph.D. Dissertation, Cornell University, 1992; 
A. SULAVIK, “Principia and Introitus in Thirteenth-Century Christian Biblical 
Exegesis with Related Texts,” in La Bibbia del XIII secolo. Storia del testo, 
storia dell'esegesi, ed. G. CREMASCOLI, F SANTI, Firenze 2004, pp. 269—321. 
The earliest principia on the Sentences so far identified date from around 1240, 
see M.-D. CHENU, “Maitres et bacheliers de l'Université de Paris vers 1240. De- 
scription du manuscrit Paris, Bibl. Nat. lat. 15652," Études d'histoire littéraire 
et doctrinale du Alle siècle I (1932), pp. 11-40, especially pp. 28-30. 
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written survivals is still largely unknown, since many sermon collec- 
tions are inadequately catalogued, and, as the present example shows, 
specialists both in medieval theology and medieval sermons are not en- 
tirely familiar with the genre. Nevertheless, as with speculative works, 
speeches made in connection with the intellectual life of provincial studia 
show up only rarely in comparison to the output of the great medieval 
universities. Peter of Trabibus’ principium, then, gives us a precious 
glimpse into the teaching activity of the Franciscan studium of Santa 
Croce at the time of Dante. 

Peter of Trabibus’ principium reveals the nature of that teaching, as 
reflecting the Franciscan principle of simplicity. Like any medieval ser- 
mon, the principium edited below can be formally assessed, independent 
of its subject matter, for its use of rhetorical artifice, the sources it ad- 
duces, and its structure. Rhetorically, beyond the obligatory rhyming 
divisiones, the sermon lacks what medieval preachers called ornamen- 
tation: in none of the divisiones does Peter avail himself of rhetorical 
figures, limiting himself to introducing the sources. Those sources are 
exactly what one would expect for a Franciscan who studied theology 
with Olivi: beyond the Bible, there are numerous references to St. Au- 
gustine, as well as to Hugh of St. Victor and the Pseudo-Dionysius. 
Structurally, Peter's principium has four divisiones, and each divisio 
has four sub-divisiones. There are no surprises or unnecessary flourishes 
here. 

In terms of content, the principium published here has the thema 
Ad Deum ponam eloquium meum qui facit magna et inscrutabilia et 
mirabilia absque numero (Job 5:8-9), ^I will address my eloquence to 
God, who makes great things, and unfathomable things, and wonderful 
things without number". The protheme parses the thema as expressing 
the intention of Peter Lombard in producing the Sentences, according 
to the four Aristotelian causes:!? 

Efficient cause: ponam, the implied ego of Peter Lombard. 

Formal cause: eloquium, the clear and appropriate manner of speaking 
on the matter. 

Final cause: ad, the order to the goal 


Using the four causes as a way to organize discussions of Lombard, his Sentences, 
and theology, was common in the period; Duba will be studying it in greater 
detail in a forthcoming book on the genre of principia (authored with Chris 
Schabel): W.O. DuBA and C. SCHABEL, The Rise of a New Genre of Scholastic 
Disputation: Principia on the Sentences, 1815-1350, Turnhout (Forthcoming). 
See on the quadripartite causal scheme, also below, at and around fn. 20. 
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Material Cause: Deum, qui facit «magna et inscrutabilia et> mirabilia 

absque numero. 
Peter uses the material cause to bridge a transition to the division of the 
thema: Since the material cause contains the specification of the Lom- 
bard's intention, he will focus on the subject matter of the Sentences. 
He then builds a syllogism with a major premise from the Prologue to 
the Sentences: 

A. Peter Lombard, in his Prologue to the Sentences, states that his 
intention is to “reveal the secrets of theological investigations" (theologi- 
carum inquisitionum abdita aperire). 

B. All theological investigation seems to be reducible to four elements: 

(i) the investigation of the divine substance in itself or its threefold 

works: 

(ii) creation 

(iii) redemption 
(iv) glorification 

-. Peter Lombard divided his Sentences into four Books, treating (i) 
the divine substance, (ii) the work of creation (with annexes), (iii) re- 
demption (with appendices), and (iv) the work of glorification (with 
preambles). Therefore, Peter of Trabibus divides the thema according 
to the four Books: 

Book I: Ad Deum ponam eloquium meum 

Book II: Qui facit magna 

Book III: Et inscrutabilia 

Book IV: Et mirabilia absque numero. 

In the body of the sermon, Peter subdivides each of the four members 
into four-subsections: 


(i) Est in Deo 


Subdivision 


Explicit Citations 


essentialis identitas propter univer- 
salem primitatem 


Deut. 6:4, Rom. 10:17; Aug. De 
trinitate II,1; Deut. 32:39 


personalis fecunditas propter perfec- 
tionis integritatem 


Is. 66:9; [Ps.-]Dion. De divinis no- 
minibus 2,12; Eph. 3:15 


ad se manifestandum liberalitas 
propter bonitatis communicabili- 
tatem 


Dion. De divinis nominibus 4,10; 
Rom. 1:20; Sap. 13:5 
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Subdivision | Explicit Citations 

ad quodlibet agendum facultas | Hugo a S.Victore, De sacramentis 
propter scientiae potentiae | 1,2,6; Ps. 134:5; Esth. 4:17 
immensitatem 


(ii) Invenitur ... in rerum creatione quadruplex magnitudo, scilicet: 


Subdivision 


Explicit 
Citations 


magnitudo intel- 
lectus distantiae 


magnitudo  vari- 
etatis et differen- 
tiae 


magnitudo vir- 
tutis seu poten- 
tiae 


magnitudo pul- 
chritudinis et 
concordiae 


Fecit ergo Deus 
magna 


magnitudine dis- | Aug. 
tantiae res de ni- | et 
hilo producendo 


symbolo 


Ps. 110:2 


De fide 


magnitudine dif- | Bar. 3:24; Aug. 
ferentiae res tam | De Genesi con- 
multipliciter var- | tra  Manichaeos 
iando L21,92; 2 Tim. 
2:20; Aug. De 
Genesi con- 
tra Manichaeos 
116,26 
magnitudine po- | Aug., De trini- 
tentiae rebus vim | fate IIL5,11; 
sui  multiplicati- | Ps. 165:5; 2 
vam inserendo Macc. 10:30 
magnitudine con- | Aug., De trini- 


cordiae res tam 
pulchre ordinando 


tate I11,4,9; Apoc. 
15:3-4 


(iii) Invenitur in opera reparationis quatuor inscrutabilia 


Subdivision 


profunditas humilitatis 


primum in nostrae mor- 
talitatis assumptione 


Explicit Citations 


Aug., De doctrina 
Christiana 1,14,13; Iob 
37:5-6 


intimitas unitatis 


secundum in naturae as- 
sumptae hypostantifica- 
tione 


Aug., De trinitate 
113,28; Ps. 63:7; 
Rom. 11:33 


magnitudo caritatis 


tertium in praetii solu- 
tione 


Exsultet, Rom. 8:32; 2 
Paral. 37:6-7; Act. 17:11 


superfluentia largitatis 


quartum in virtutis et 
gratiae collatione 


Eccli. 3:22; Is. 40:23 
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(iv) Est autem quadruplex mirabile de quo Magister agit in quarto, 
scilicet: 


Subdivision Explicit Citations 
animae iustificatio primum fit in sacramen- | Is. 28:29; Aug. Su- 
torum dispensatione per Genesim ad litteram 
IX,18,33 
corporum reformatio secundum fiet in gener- | Eccli. 36:6 


ali resurrectione 
conscientiarum manifes- | tertium in iudicii discus- | Aug., De civitate Dei 


tatio sione XX,14; Ps.  106:24; 
Ier. 17:9 
meritorum compensatio | quartum in ultima retri- | Gen. 43:30-34; 
butione Exod. 9:4 


The members and subdivisions stretch to cover the subject-matter of 
the Sentences, and generally echo the structure of the Sentences. Book 
IV subdivides into the Sacraments (dd. 1-42), General Resurrection 
(dd. 43-45), Last Judgment (dd. 46-48), and final reward (dd. 49-50). 
The subdivision of the other books, however, contain elements that, 
without further explanation, do not cleanly follow the organization of 
the book. For example, the subdivision of Book III includes, as the 
third element, the sacrifice (magnitudo caritatis in praetii solutione), 
matching dd. 18-22, and, as the fourth, the virtues and the graces, cor- 
responding to dd. 23-40. But in the distinctions on the Incarnation that 
precede, the Lombard does not logically move from the discussion of the 
assumption of a mortal nature, the first element, to the hypostatization 
of that nature, the second, but mixes both. These subdivisions, there- 
fore, are not to be taken as divisiones textus in the strict sense of the 
term. 

A principium on the Sentences provides the lecturer with an opportu- 
nity to discuss and to commend the study of Holy Scripture, the person 
of Peter Lombard, and the four Books of the Sentences.!? Peter of Tra- 
bibus therefore takes a conservative approach, limiting himself to the 
intention of the Lombard, and to the division of the subject matter of 
the Sentences. His use of the four Aristotelian causes to discuss the 


19 For an example of contemporary principia speeches on the Sentences that in- 


corporate these elements, see the analysis of the (Paris and Naples) principia 
of John of Naples, OP, in K. SCHUT, “The Next Best Thing to a Saint? Peter 
Lombard and the Sentences in the Principia of John of Naples," Recherches de 
Théologie et Philosophie Médiévales 84 (2017), pp. 343-381. 
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work follows a convention of introductory sermons.? In this sermon, 
however, the four-fold cause appears almost perfunctorily, and the in- 
terest is in the subject-matter, identified with the material cause. The 
closest comparison is in the sermon Fundamentum secundum. saphirus 
given by Peter's contemporary, the Dominican Remigio de' Girolami (ca. 
1245-1319), in introducing the Sentences across town at Santa Maria 
Novella, which M. Michèle Mulchahey has transcribed; this sermon con- 
sists merely of the thema and its division into four members according 
to the four causes (repeating fundamentum). Unsurprisingly, Remigio's 
four-cause division differs from Peter's in three of the four causes (the 
efficient cause is split between God, as the source of inspiration, and 
Peter Lombard as the instrument, the formal cause consists in the *sec- 
ondary doctors", namely the Church Fathers, and the final cause is just 
alluded to as healing all ills), he does divide the material cause accord- 
ing to the four books (fundamentum increatum, fundamentum creatum, 
fundamentum incarnatum, fundamentum innovatum), and spends the 
bulk of the sermon probing these material fundaments.?! 

In the same manuscript (Firenze, Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale, conv. 
soppr. G.4.936), Remigio has had gathered, as part of a fair copy of his 
preaching works, dozens of his principia (which, when considered in 
connection with Peter's two “Prologues,” Remigio himself notably calls 
prologi) from his teaching in Florence and at Paris; there are twelve 
principia on the Sentences, eight of which were delivered in Florence. 
Of those eight, five are on individual Books, and three, including Fun- 
damentum secundum saphirus, are on the Sentences as a whole. These 
three were given in consecutive years when Remigio was also lecturing 
on Paul's letters to the Corinthians. From Emilio Panella's catalogue, 
all three appear to have the same structure, namely, immediately after 
the theme, they apply the four causes to dividing the Sentences. Each 


20 E PANELLA, “Il Repertorio dello Schneyer e i sermonari di Remigio dei 


Girolami,” Memorie domenicane 11 (1980), pp. 632-650, (http://www.e- 
theca.net/emiliopanella/remigio/8050.htm), quotes the beginning of REMIGIO 
DE' GIROLAMI, OP's principium on the Pauline epistles (Firenze, Biblioteca 
Nazionale Centrale, conv. soppr. G.4.936, f. 320rb): “Caput eius aurum opti- 
mum. Cant. 5[:15]. Sicut frequenter audistis in librorum inchoationibus consuevi 
inquiri de quatuor causis libri legendi, ut scilicet per earum cognitionem habeatur 
aliqualis cognitio in generali de ipso libro legendo." 

M.M. MULCHAHEY, “Education in Dante’s Florence Revisited,” in Medieval Ed- 
ucation, ed. R.B. BEGLEY, J.W. KOTERSKI, S.J. (Fordham Series in Medieval 
Studies, 4), New York 2005, pp. 143-181, at pp. 176-177 n. 50 (from Firenze, 
Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale, conv. soppr. G.4.936, f. 332ra-va). 
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of these three principia on the Sentences has the same thema as the 
principium on the Corinthians for that same year. It seems highly 
likely that the lectures on the Sentences that followed these “general 
speeches" were, like the speeches themselves, simple and introductory.?? 

In other words, the closest analogues to Peter of Trabibus’ sermon 
published here are sermons delivered at another convent in Dante's Flo- 
rence, and were used to begin an “introductory” (as opposed to “ad- 
vanced") course on the Sentences. Across town, the Franciscan convent 
of Santa Croce housed a Studium Generale, one of the order's largest 
and most important centers of study.24 There, while probably serving 
as one of the convent’s lectors, Peter of Trabibus likely delivered this 
sermon at the beginning of a course on the Sentences to the assembled 
students. 

While the *First Prologue" probably began life as a speech to a class, 
Peter's “Second Prologue" is explicitly a written introduction to a writ- 
ten work. As noted above, the thema is Wisdom 3:15: Bonorum laborum 
gloriosus est fructus (“Glorious is the fruit of good labors”). Without 
a protheme, Peter divides the thema into two parts: the good labors 


22 WO. DUBA and C.D. SCHABEL, “Remigio, Auriol, Scotus, and the Myth of the 


Two-Year Sentences Lecture at Paris,” Recherches de Théologie et Philosophie 
Médiévales 84 (2017), pp. 143-179, esp. pp. 152-156; PANELLA, “Il Reperto- 
rio”. The three sermons are (3.32) *Caput eius aurum optimum [Cant. 5:15]. 
Tanguntur etiam quatuor cause libri Sententiarum...”, (3.35) “Septimus angelus 
«tuba cecinit? [Apoc. 11:15]. Tanguntur etiam in verbo premisso quatuor cause 
libri Sententiarum...”, (3.38) “Fundamentum secundum saphirus [Apoc. 21:19]. 
Tanguntur etiam in verbo proposito quatuor cause libri Sententiarum. Each of 
these principia follows a principium on part of I-II Corinthians (3.31, 3.34, 3.37) 
with the same thema, and Remigio's remarks make clear that they are from se- 
quential years (3.34, *Anno preterito, sicut sciunt illi qui fuerunt presentes, ego 
cum essem simul in alio officio occupatus, ut pote simul existens prior et lec- 
tor quousque de alio provideretur lectore...”; 3.37, “Anno preterito, sicut scitis, 
explanando terminavimus primam epistolam beati Pauli ad Corinthios...”), and 
that he was, for at least part of the time, both lector and prior. If this refers to 
his stint as Prior of the Roman Province, an office he held in 1309-1311, then 
he would have given these speeches relatively late in life. 

For more detail on these phenomena, see W.O. DUBA, “The First Word: In- 
augural Speeches in Universities and Mendicant Studia,” in Paradigmes et per- 
spectives de la littérature médiévale comparée, ed. C. HERBERICHS, M. ROHDE 
(forthcoming). 

N. SENOCAK, “The Franciscan studium generale: A New Interpretation," in 
Philosophy and Theology in the Studia of the Religious Orders and at Papal 
and Royal Courts, ed. K. EMERY, Jr., W.J. COURTENAY, and S.M. METZGER, 
(Rencontres de Philosophie Médiévale, 15), Turnhout 2012, pp. 221-237, esp. 
pp. 228, 232-234. 
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(bonorum laborum) and the glorious fruit (gloriosus est fructus), expli- 
cating the sense of the passage and applying it to the study of Sacra 
Scriptura: 


Laborum fructuosum ab infructuoso discernit: bonorum laborum 
Ille labor bonus est et fructuosus: 
quo mens laborantis ordinatur et melioratur 
quo veritas fidei declaratur et defensatur 
quo caritas Dei inflammatur et dilatatur 
Praemium talis laboris ostendit: gloriosus est fructus 
Huiusmodi laboris gloriosus est fructus triplex, scilicet: 
laus et gloria nominis divini 
instructio et aedificatio proximi 
acquisitio et dilatatio meriti proprii?? 
So far, the text appears to be a brief collatio, possibly related to a prin- 
cipium. At this point, however, a famous, if contorted, autobiographical 
passage makes clear that this “second Prologue" is a written introduc- 
tion to a written Sentences commentary that he explicitly presents as 
the fruit of his labors. 


In consideration of this saying [ie., “the fruit of good labors"], 
L the writer of this work — since, for many years, in my order, 
namely of the Friars Minor, I have taught both the original texts 
of the Saints and the sayings of the Masters, even according to 
the Grace given to me by God, surveying, meditating, and inves- 
tigating many things concerning the book of the Sentences that I 
thought seemed useful to many listeners and have set them out for 
listeners. I have not been deterred by enemies’ envy (which those 
who seem to excel the rest must often suffer from some people), nor 
deterred by the displeasure or disapproval of many who approve or 
disapprove what they hear more from the influence of custom than 
the judgment of reason, out of their imbecile nature believing to 
be well said only what they are used to reading or hearing, nor de- 
terred by the multiplicity of my shortcomings or afflictions. I have 


'Two notes on these divisions: in the first division (the three labors), the manu- 
script (and the published editions) have for the third member inflammatur vel 
dilatatur. Given the parallel structure to the other members of the division, and 
the fact that, in the exposition of this member below, the manuscript clearly has 
inflammatur et dilatatur, we have corrected the text. More difficult, however, 
is the first member of the second division (the three fruits); since the other two 
members feature hendyadic nouns ending in tio, namely, instructio et aedificatio 
and acquisitio et dilatatio, one would expect laudatio et gloriatio instead of laus 
et gloria. Given, however, the liturgical resonance of laus and gloria, we decided 
not to intervene. 
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engaged in this great labor — great at least to me, on account 
of the difficulty of the subjects, of my continued engagement in 
the position of lector in a solemn place and with solemn students, 
and of the undertakings in investigating, dividing, in ordering, and 
expressing, and finally writing with my own hand the fruit of my 
daily labor — seeking to do honor and reverence to divine majesty 
and to serve fraternal utility, protesting that I in the whole work 
do not intend to say anything simply by way of asserting, except 
what can be proven on the authority of Holy Scripture, or by the 
truth of faith, or by the necessity of certain reason?°, but rather 
opining and investigating just as others, writing with discretion, 
have expressed themselves up to now.?" 
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“Certain reason”: certae* rationis, where HUNING followed DELORME in con- 
jecturing ‘certae’ (in the manuscript, the abbreviation might be read unitate). 
Corroborating evidence for this reading is to be found in Peter's principium to 
his II Ordinatio, where we find: ^Recordetur lector libri huius quae dixi in prin- 
cipio primi, scilicet in hoc opere loqui opinando et nihil simpliciter asserendo nisi 
quod haberi potest ex fide et scriptura vel ex ratione certa et manifesta" In the 
main manuscript for the II Ord. text (Firenze, Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale, 
conv. soppr. B.6.1149, f. 2ra), the certa is clearly written. 

Latin text found in HUNING, “Die Stellung," part 1, pp. 229, 1. 4 — 230, 1. 11: 
^Huius sententiae praedictae consideratione ego scriptor huius operis, cum in 
Ordine meo, scilicet Fratrum Minorum, multis annis legissem et originalia sanc- 
torum et dicta magistrorum perlegendo, secundum etiam gratiam a Deo mihi 
datam meditando et inquirendo plura circa librum Sententiarum quae multis 
audientibus utilia videbantur cogitassem et auditoribus protulissem, non de- 
territus invidia aemulorum quam necesse est pati frequenter ab aliquibus eos 
qui ceteros excellere videntur, nec displicentia seu improbatione multorum qui 
audita probant vel improbant magis affectu consuetudinis quam iudicio ratio- 
nis, imbecillitate ingenii nihil credentes bene dici «nisi» quod legere vel au- 
dire consueverunt nec multiplicitate mearum debilitatum vel passionum, laborem 
sum ingressus magnum quidem mihi tum propter materiarum difficultatem, tum 
propter officii lectoris in loco sollemni et cum scolaribus sollemnibus continua- 
tionem, tum propter occupationes «in» inquirendo , dividendo, in ordinando, 
et exprimendo, et propria manu scribendo, diuturnitatis laboris mei fructum 
quaerens divinae maiestatis honorificentiam et reverentiam et utilitatem frater- 
nam, protestans nihil me intendere in toto opere simpliciter dicere asserendo 
nisi quod ex sacrae Scripturae auctoritate vel fidei veritate vel certae rationis 
necessitate probari potest, sed opinando et inquirendo potius, sicut alii discrete 
scribentes hactenus sunt locuti .... Sed, quando etiam «alicui legentium» minus 
sufficienter expositum videatur, respiciantur loca alia, ubi de eadem materia est 
tractatum, quoniam quod in uno loco est omissum, in alio est dictum propter 
vitandam prolixitatem .... Nec debet labor iste post tot scripta superfluus iudi- 
cari ... Quodsi aliis superfluus sit, mihi autem superfluus non fuit." For analysis 
of a part of the passage, see ibid., p. 201; DELORME, “Pierre de Trabibus,” 
pp. 261-263. 
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In this remarkable passage, Peter of Trabibus states that he wrote this 
work with his own hand, while serving as the lector of his convent and 
continuing to teach. This written treatment of Book I of the Sentences, 
he claims, presents the fruit of his oral teaching. 

Peter thus left two “Prologues”, and the second explains the first: the 
work as a whole is the fruit of his years of teaching. In his written Sen- 
tences commentary, he has carefully ordered his work, bringing together 
questions and observations that he has prepared previously. As a good 
commentator, he needed to introduce the work being commented be- 
fore explaining his method, and thus he placed at the beginning of his 
commentary on Book I such an introduction to the Lombard's work, an 
introduction that, as a principium, was itself the fruit of his labors in 
the conventual school. 


The Edition 


The text of Peter of Trabibus’ Principium sermon on Peter Lombard’s 
Sentences is currently known to be found in just one manuscript: 
Assisi, Biblioteca del sacro convento, ms. 154, ff. Ira-2ra 

'The manuscript also contains the only known copy of the entirety of Pe- 
ter's Commentary on Book I of Lombard's Sentences, all copied by the 
same scribe. In fact, this exhausts the contents of the manuscript.?? The 
manuscript often offers a flawed text, needing frequent emendation, in- 
dicating either that the scribe who copied this manuscript was mediocre 
or that he had a poor exemplar. Indeed, a medieval corrector, who may 
be the same person as the original scribe, has been at work. In general, 
we have not recorded scribal self-corrections to the text established here, 
doing so only when the reading was in doubt either paleographically or 
philologically. In reading the manuscript, we have applied a principle of 
charity throughout. 


?5 For the most recent description of the manuscript see: C. CENCI, Bibliotheca 


manuscripta ad Sacrum Conventum Assisensem I, Assisi 1981, p. 289 no. 519. 
On the Sentences commentary contained there with references to further liter- 
ature, see FRIEDMAN, The Sentences Commentary of Peter of Trabibus. Very 
recently, Paola BERNARDINI has discovered second copies of some 24 quaestiones 
from dd. 2 and 3 of Peter's I Sentences; see her “Nuove Ricerche sul Fondo di 
Santa Croce: Un frammento del ‘Commento alle Sentenze’ di Pietro della Travi 
(BML, Plut., 4 sin. 3, ff. 211ra-224rb)," Codex Studies 6 (2022), pp. 23-51. 
These quaestiones will be included in the question lists in FRIEDMAN, The Sen- 
tences Commentary of Peter of Trabibus. 
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Symbols and abbreviations used in the text and 


apparatus 
«x» — we judge x should be added 
[x] we judge that x should be expunged 
3 = lectio incerta 
\x/ = xis written in the margin 
acc: : ante correctionem 
p.c. : post correctionem 
mg. : in margine 
ms. >: manuscriptum 
s.l. : super lineam 
CCL = Corpus Christianorum, series Latina 
CSEL = Corpus Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum Latinorum 
Dionysiacal =  Dionysiaca. Recueil donnant lénsemble des traductions 


Latines des ouvrages attribués au Denys de l’Aréopage; 
et synopse marquant la valeur de citations Presque in- 
nombrables, vol. 1, Brugge 1937 (Facsimile Reprint: 
Stuttgart-Bad Cannstatt 1989). 

PL — Patrologia Latina (ed. J.-P. MIGNE) 


Principium Petri de Trabibus, OFM 


“Ad Deum ponam eloquium meum qui facit magna et inscrutabilia et mi- 
rabilia absque numero.” Verbum propositum, ex 5«:9» Iob assumptum, 
potest in persona Magistri Sententiarum suam intentionem in praefato 
opere declarantis assumi. 

Unde tangitur ibi quadruplex causa operis iam praedicti, scilicet: 

Causa efficiens in supposito huius verbi ‘ponam’, scilicet ‘ego, Magister 
Petrus, Parisiensis episcopus: 

Causa formalis in hoc quod dicit ‘eloquium’ in quo designatur modus 
aptus et conveniens materiae et fini procedendi. Sicut enim ineloquens* 
dicitur qui apte non loquitur, sic eloquens qui convenienter* loquitur 
atque apler]te. 

Causa etiam finalis in habitudine importata per praepositionem ‘ad’. 
Importatur enim ibi ordo* ad debitum finem. 

Causa materialis tangitur cum dicitur ‘Deum qui facit mirabilia, etc! 
Et quia in determinatione in causa materiali est Magistri intentio, ideo 
de hac nobis est prosequendum. 

Est autem Magistri intentio — secundum quod ipse testatur in Pro- 
logo — “theologicarum inquisitionum abdita aperire". Omnis autem 
theologica inquisitio videtur ad quadripartitam posse reduci, scilicet ad 
inquisitionem de divina substantia in se aut de triplici eius opere, scili- 
cet creationis, reparationis, glorificationis. Ideo secundum hoc Magistri 
intentio in opere praedicto quadrifariam dispartitur. Nam de divina 
substantia in se considerata agit Magister in primo libro. De opere crea- 
tionis et quibusdam annexis agit in libro secundo. De opere reparationis 
cum suis appendiciis in libro tertio. De opere vero glorificationis cum 
suis praeambulis in libro quarto. 

Unde quantum ad intentionem primi libri dicit Magister ‘Ad Deum 
ponam eloquium meum’; quantum ad intentionem secundi addit ‘Qui 
facit magna’; quantum ad intentionem tertii subdit ‘Et inscrutabilia’; 
quantum ad intentionem quarti subdit ‘Et mirabilia absque numero’. 
Fecit namque Deus: 

\magna in opere creationis 

Et inscrutabilia in opere reparationis 

«Et» mirabilia/ in opere glorificationis. 


9 ineloquens: Cf. “Ego enim ineloquens sum", AUGUSTINUS, Locutionum in Hepta- 
teuchum II super Exod. 6:12 (PL 34, col. 505; CSEL 28.1, p. 546, ll. 8-10; CCL 33, 
p. 407, ll. 28-30). 18 theologicarum - aperire: PETRUS LOMBARDUS, Sententiae in 
quattuor libris distinctae, Prologus, 2, ed. I. BRADY (Spicilegium Bonaventurianum, 
4-5), Grottaferrata 1971-1981, vol. 1, p. 3, l. 11. 
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Proponens ergo Magister intentionem suam primo quantum ad primum 
librum dicit ‘Ad Deum ponam eloquium meum. ‘Ad Deum’ inquam in 
quo est essentialis identitas, personalis fecunditas, ad se manifestandum 
abundans liberalitas, ad quodlibet agendum libera facultas. Est in Deo: 


essentialis identitas propter universalem primitatem, 

personalis fecunditas propter perfectionis integritatem, 

ad se manifestandum liberalitas propter bonitatis communicabilitatem, 
ad quodlibet agendum facultas propter scientiae et potentiae immensi- 
tatem. 


Et circa haec quatuor versatur Magistri intentio in libro primo, sicut 
aperte patebit in prosequendo. 

Est Vergo/ primo in Deo essentialis identitas quam concludit neces- 
sario universalis primitas. Non enim universaliter esset primus, si non 
esset unus, unde Deut. 6<:4> dicitur: “Audi, Israel, Dominus Deus tuus 
unus Dominus est". Dupliciter enim instruitur homo de Dei unitate, sci- 
licet per auditum et per visum. Per auditum instructionis, *Nam fides 
ex auditu" Rom. 10<:17>. Ideo dicit “Audi, Israel, etc? Per visum 
considerationis creaturae sive lectionis scripturae, nam secundum quod 
dicit Augustinus II libro De trinitate, cap. 1, tam creatura quam scrip- 
tura proponitur ad Deum quaerendum et diligendum qui hanc condidit 
et illam inspiravit. Ideo dicitur Deut. 33: *Videte quod ego sum solus 
et non sit alius Deus praeter me.” “Videte” inquit* tam per considera- 
tionem creaturae quam per lectionem scripturae, utraque enim clamat 
et praedicat Deum unum esse. 

Est secundo in Deo personalis fecunditas quam concludit perfectionis 
integritas. Non enim esset in Deo integra perfectio nisi esset in eo per 
modum naturae, et nihilominus interior emanatio. Ideo dicitur Is. ul- 
timum «66:9»: “Numquid ego qui alios parere facio ipse non pariam? 
dicit Dominus. Si ego, qui generationem ceteris /1rb/ tribuo, steri- 
lis ero? ait Dominus Deus”, quasi dicens “non est in me sterilitas sed 
perfecta fertilitas", quoniam “quidem fontalis deitas Pater, et Filius et 


52 sive] secundum s.l. ms. 59 personalis] perfecta ms. 


53 Augustinus - cap. 1: AUGUSTINUS, De trinitate II, Prooem., n. 1 (PL 42, col. 845; 
CCL 50, p. 80, ll. 15-19): *.. non ero segnis ad inquirendam substantiam Dei sive per 
scripturam eius sive per creaturam. Quae utraque nobis ad hoc proponitur intuenda 
ut ipse quaeratur, ipse diligatur qui et illam inspiravit et istam creavit? 55 Deut. 
33: recte: 32:39 65-68 quidem — cap. 2: Ps-Dionysius, De divinis nominibus 2,12 
(Dionysiaca I, pp. 96-97 = trans. ROBERTI GROSSETESTE: “Rursus, quoniam quidem 
est fontana Deitas Pater, Filius autem et Spiritus Deigenae Deitatis (si sic oportet 
dicere) germinationes a Deo plantatae, et velut flores et supersubstantialia lumina, a 
sacris eloquiis accepimus”). 


A(nother) Florentine Principium 


Spiritus Sanctus deigenae deitatis. Si sic, oportet dicere germinationes 
a Deo plantantae omnes ut luciflores et super alia lumina <a> sacris 
eloquiis accepimus", ait Dionysius, De divinis nominibus, cap. 2. Ideo 
dicitur Eph. 3<:15>, quod ex Patre Deo “omnis paternitas in se et in 
terra nominatur." 

Est tertio in Deo ad se \manifestandum/ liberalitas quod ostendit 
bonitatis communicabilitas, nam propter abundantiam bonitatis com- 
municat se extra se agendo et producendo, dicente Dionysio, De divinis 
nominibus, cap. 9: “Libere autem propalabit et hoc dicitur vera ratio, 
quoniam et ipse qui omnium causa propter bonitatis superabundantiam 
omnia amat, omnia perficit, omnia facit, omnia continet, omnia conver- 
tit" Per haec autem quae facit et producit, nobis \manifestatur/ et a 
\nobis/ nominatur. Nam "invisibilia Dei per ea quae facta sunt intel- 
lecta conspiciuntur", Rom. 1<:20>; et Sap. 13<:5>: ^A magnitudine 
speciei et creaturae cognoscibiliter creator horum poterit videri." 

Est quarto in Deo ad quodlibet agendum libera facultas quam probat 
sapientiae et potentiae immensitas, nam his in Deo positis sequitur quod 
fiat quicquid decreverit faciendum, nam secundum quod dicit Hugo, I 
De sacramentis, ^haec tria — potentia, sapientia, et voluntas — ad om- 
nem effectum concurrunt, voluntas movet, sapientia disponit, potestas 
operatur", haec considerans dicebat Ps. «134:5-6»: “Ego cognovi quod 
magnus est Dominus et Deus noster prae omnibus diis, quaecumque vol- 
uit fecit in caelo et terra, etc.” \Ideo dicitur Esth. 2: “Domine, Deus 
rex omnipotens in ditione tua cuncta sunt posita, et non est qui tuae 
possit resistere voluntati [...] tu fecisti caelum et terram et quicquid caeli 
ambitu continetur.” / 


Quia ergo ^magnus est Dominus", magna fecit in operibus creationis, de 
quibus agit Magister in secundo, quod notatur cum additur 'qui facit 
magna. Invenitur autem in rerum creatione quadruplex magnitudo, 
scilicet: 

magnitudo intellectus distantiae, 

magnitudo varietatis et differentiae, 

magnitudo virtutis seu potentiae, 


66-68 germinationes — accepimus] pullulationes divinae naturae et sicut flores et 
supersubstantialia lumina a sanctis eloquiis accepimus mg. ms. — translatio IOANNIS 
SARRACENI (Dionysiaca I, pp. 96-97). 


73-77 Dionysio — convertit: PSs-DIONYSIUS, De divinis nominibus, 4,10 (Dionysiaca 
I, pp. 200-201 = trans. ROBERTI GROSSETESTE). 83-86 Hugo - operatur: HUGO 
DE SANCTO VICTORE, De Sacramentis I, pars 2, c. 6 (PL 176, col. 208Bb-c; Hugonis 
de Sancto Victore. De sacramentis Christianae fidei, ed. R. BERNDT, Münster in 
Westfalen 2008, pp. 62,1. 25 — 63, 1. 1). 88 Esth. 2: recte: Esther 4:17 (13:9-10) 
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magnitudo pulchritudinis et concordiae. 

Fecit ergo Deus magna: 
magnitudine distantiae res de nihilo producendo, 
magnitudine differentiae res tam multipliciter variando, 
magnitudine potentiae rebus vim sui multiplicativam inserendo, 
magnitudine concordiae res tam pulchre ordinando. 

Fecit ergo Deus magna magnitudine distantiae res de nihilo produ- 
cendo. Hoc enim a Deo magnum est quod non potest in illud nisi agens 
virtutis infinitae; unde secundum Augustinum, De summo bono, ideo di- 
citur Deus omnipotens quia de nihilo producere potest. Ideo dicitur in 
Ps. <110:2>: “magna opera Domini in omnes voluntates eius". Volun- 
tas autem Dei in se una et simplex est, multiplex in singulis effectibus 
et efficaciter, quos effectus rerum productio de nihilo magnum apparet. 

Fecit secundo Deus magna magnitudine differentiae res tam multipli- 
citer variando. Quae varietas, licet ad triplicem differentiam reducatur, 
scilicet ad naturam corporalem, spiritualem*, et compositam ex utraque, 
in qualibet harum multiplex diversitas reperitur, non solum individuo- 
rum sed etiam specierem. Ideo exclamat Bar. 3<:24>: *O Israel quam 
magna est domus Dei”, ‘domus Dei’ dicitur iste mundus qui ideo dicitur 
universum, quia completur in universitate rerum, dicente Augustino, I 
De Genesi contra Manichaeos: “Tanta est vis et potentia integritatis, ut 
etiam quae multa sunt bona, tunc placeant, cum in universum aliquod 
conveniunt atque concurrunt. Universum autem ab unitate nomen acce- 
pit.” “In domo autem magna”, sicut dicitur 2 Tim. 2<:20>, “non solum 
sunt vasa aurea et argentea, sed et lignea et fictilia", quae tam omnia 
concurrunt ad domus decorem et perfectionem; vasa aurea creatura an- 
gelica, argentea humana, lignea creaturae homini utiles et servientes, 
fictilia creaturae quae videntur superflue vel nocive, de quibus Augu- 
stinus, I De Genesi contra Manichaeos: /1va/ "Deet, domui nostrae 
non sint necessaria, eis tamen completur huius universitas et integritas, 
quae multo maior est quam nostra et \multo/ melior. Hanc enim multo 
melius admin<i>strat Deus quam unusquisque domum suam.” 

Fecit tertio Deus magna magnitudine potentiae rebus vim sui multi- 
plicativam inserendo, quas inquit Augustinus, III De trinitate, cap. 5: 


103 sui] suam p.c. multiplicativam] multiplicitatem a.c. 116 Israel] Jerusa- 
lem ms. 


107 Augustinum — De summo bono: recte: AUGUSTINUS, De fide et symbolo, c. 2 
(PL 40, col. 181-183; CCL 46, pp. 185-186). 118-122 Augustino — accepit: AU- 
GUSTINUS, De Genesi contra Manichaeos I, c. 21, n. 32 (PL 34, col. 188-189; CSEL 
91, p. 100, ll. 18-21). 126-130 Augustinus - suam: AUGUSTINUS, De Genesi contra 
Manichaeos I, c. 16, n. 26 (PL 34, col. 185; CSEL 91, p. 93, ll. 21-24). 132-138 
Augustinus — atque agit: AUGUSTINUS, De trinitate III, c. 5, n. 11 (PL 42, col. 874; 
CCL 50, p. 137, ll. 14-19, p. 138, IL. 21-24). 


A(nother) Florentine Principium 


“Quis attrahit humorem per radicem vitis ad botrum et vinum facit nisi 
Deus qui et homine plantante et rigante incrementum dat? Quis arbusta 
fronde et flore solempniter vestit nisi Deus? |...] Et lignis certe omnibus 
et omnium animalium carnibus gignendis atque formandis communis est 
terrena materies, et quis ea facit nisi qui dixit ut haec terra produceret 
et eodem verbo suo quo creavit, regit, atque agit?" Ideo in Ps. <146:5> 
dicitur: “Magnus Dominus et magna virtus eius, magna opera eius", in 
quibus omnibus laudandus est et benedicendus. luxta illud dicitur 2 
Macc. 10<:38>: “In hymnis et confessionibus benedicebant Dominum 
qui magna fecit in Israel.” 

Fecit quarto Deus magna magnitudine concordiae res tam pulchre or- 
dinando, de quo ordine Augustinus, III De trinitate, cap. 10: “Grossiora 
et inferiora per subtiliora et potentiora quodam ordine reguntur, ita 
omnia corpora per spiritum vitae rationalem, et spiritus vitae rationalis 
defector atque peccator per spiritum vitae rationalem [per] pium atque 
iustum, et ille per spiritum vitae vel per ipsum Deum.” Ideo dicitur 
Apoc. 15<:3-4> “Magna et mirabilia sunt opera tua, Domine, etc. [....] 
quis non timebit te, etc.” 


Sicut autem fecit Deus magna in opere \creationis, sic inscrutabilia in 
opere/ reparationis. Unde subiungit Magister ‘et inscrutabilia’ quantum 
ad tertii libri intentionem. Inveniuntur in opera reparationis quatuor 
inscrutabilia: 
profunditas humilitatis, 
intimitas unitatis, 
magnitudo caritatis, 
superfluentia largitatis. 
Primum in nostrae mortalitatis assumptione, 
secundum in naturae assumptae hypostantificatione, 
tertium in praetii solutione, 
quartum in virtutis et gratiae collatione. 
Et haec sunt de quibus prosequitur Magister principaliter in tertio libro. 
Est ergo primum inscrutabile, quod in opere incarnationis invenitur 
profunditas humilitatis in assumptione nostrae mortalitatis. Unde Au- 
gustinus, libro De doctrina Christiana: “Sapientia Dei hominem curans, 


135 certe] terrae ms. 144 grossiora] crassora a.c. 155 humilitatis] humilis a.c. 


144-148 Augustinus - Deum: AUGUSTINUS, De trinitate III, c. 4, n. 9 (PL 42, 
col. 873; CCL 50, pp. 135, L 16-136, L 21). 165-169 Augustinus — liberamur: 
AUGUSTINUS, De doctrina Christiana I, c. 14, n. 13 (PL 34, col. 24; CCL 32, p. 14, 
Il, 13-16). 
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se ipsam exhibuit ad sanandum \ipse medicus, ipsa medicina. «Quia» 
ergo homo lapsus est, humilitatem adhibuit ad sanandum./ Serpentis 
sapientia decepti sumus, Dei stultitia liberamur.” Ideo Iob 25 dicitur: 
“Tonabit Deus in voce sua mirabiliter qui facit magna et inscrutabilia”; 
voce enim sua Deus tonavit mirabiliter quando vox prophetarum se na- 
turam nostram assumituram* repromisit, sed* magnum fecit effectum 
et inscrutabilem intellectum* quando promissum adimplevit. 

Secundum inscrutabile in opere incarnationis repertum est intimitas 
unitatis in naturae assumptae hypostantificatione. “Talis enim fuit car- 
nis assumptio ut hominem faceret Deum et Deum hominem", ut Augu- 
stinus ait, I De trinitate, cap. 2. Est enim ibi communicatio idiomatum 
ex qua procedit multiplicitas et difficultas loquentium. Ideo ibi imple- 
tum est quod dicitur in Ps. «63:7»: “Defecerunt scrutantes scrutinio. 
Unde merito exclamare possumus, cum Apostolo, Rom. 11<:33>: “O 
altitudo Dei, etc.” 

Tertium inscrutabile in opere reparationis repertum est magnitudo 
caritatis in praetii solutione, de qua exclamans dicit: “Inaestimabilis di- 
lectio caritatis! Ut servum redimeres, Filium tradidisti”, nam <Rom. 
8:32>: “Proprio Filio suo non pepercit Deus, etc.” Ideo bene dicitur 
Paralipomenon 36: “Immensa et investigabilis misericordia promissionis 
tuae, quoniam tu es Deus altissimus.” “Misericordia promissionis tuae” 
/1vb/ impletio est promissae liberalitatis, quae, licet ad plenum non 
sit scrutibilis, scrutabantur tamen ut poterant fideles, sicut Thessaloni- 
censes, de quibus dicitur Act. 17<:11> quod “susceperunt verbum cum 
omni aviditate, scrutantes scripturas si haec ita se haberent." 

Quartum inscrutabile est \supereffluentia/ largitatis in gratiae colla- 
tione, quia enim aliqui eliguntur ad gloriam, alii reprobantur, ut potest 
homo perscrutari in particulari. Ideo dicitur Eccli. 3<:22>: “Altiora te 
non quaesieris, et fortiora te non* scrutatus fueris" Haec enim perti- 
nent ad secreta Dei, de quo dicitur Is. 40<:23>: “Qui dat secretorum 
inscrutantes tamquam non sint." 


Sed sicut in pertinentibus ad opus reparationis fecit Deus inscrutabi- 
lia, sic* in pertinentibus ad opus glorificationis facit et faciet mirabilia. 


189 sicut] ad ms. 197 inscrutantes] scrutatores Is. 40:23. 


169 Iob 25 dicitur: recte: 37:5-6 175-177 talis — cap. 2: Cf. AUGUSTINUS, De 
trinitate I, c. 13, n. 28 (PL 42, col. 840; CCL 50, p. 69, ll. 6-7). 183 exclamans 
dicit: De liturgica gallicana, III, 32 (= Benedictio cerae Beati Augustini Episcopi) 
(PL 72, 269B). 186 Paralipomenon 36: recte: 2 Paral. 37:6-7 = Oratio Manasses, 
ed. A. BERIGER, W.-W. EHLERS, M. FIEGER, (Hieronymus, Biblia Sacra Vulgata, 5), 
Berlin 2018, p. 1180, ll. 7-8. 


A(nother) Florentine Principium 155 


Unde subinfert Magister ‘et mirabilia! quantum ad materiam quarti. Est 200 
autem quadruplex mirabile de quo Magister agit in quarto, scilicet: 

animae iustificatio, 

corporum reformatio, 

conscientiarum manifestatio, 

meritorum* compensatio. 205 

Primum fit in sacramentorum dispensatione, 

secundum fiet in generali resurrectione, 

tertium in iudicii discussione, 

quartum in ultima retributione. 

Primum ergo mirabile est animae iustificatio in sacramentorum di- 210 
spensatione. De quo accipi potest illud quod dicitur Is. 28<:29>: “Hoc 
autem a Domino exercituum exivit ut mirabile faceret consilium et glo- 
rificaret iustitiam." Consilium Dei non est inquisitio de agendis — quia 
tale consilium est ignorantis —, sed eius dispositio \de puniendis/ et 
liberandis. Unde consilium quo salvandis seu iustificandis consulit mira- 215 
bile facit mediantibus materialibus elementis, animam iustificando; ubi 
hominem habiliando, iustitiam magnificat, dum non est in potestate ho- 
minis \eam habere/ monstrat. Unde Augustinus, IX Super Genesim ad 
litteram, loquens de rationibus quas Deus in se retinuit et rebus non 
indidit, dicit: “Ibi est et gratia per quam salvi fiunt peccatores. Nam 220 
quod attinet ad naturam in<i>qua sua voluntate depravatum, recur- 
sum per semetipsum non habet, sed per Dei gratiam qua adiuvatur et 
instauratur.” 

Secundum mirabile est corporum reformatio in generali resurrectio- 
ne. De quo potest accipi quod dicitur Eccli. 36<:6>: “Innova signa 225 
et inmuta mirabilia, etc.” ‘Mirabile’ dicitur a mirando, homines autem 
non mirantur ad consueta, sed ad rara et inconsueta, sicut a Deo vel 
magis stupenda. Consuetum autem est nasci et mori; inconsuetum mor- 
te sustineri. Utraque tamen sunt in se magna et stupenda et divinae 
potentiae signa. Sed quia potius assiduitate viluerint*, petit Sapiens 230 
secunda succedere primis dicens: “innova signa.” 

Tertium mirabile est conscientiarum manifestatio in iudicii discussio- 
ne, nam secundum quod dicit Augustinus, XXI De civitate Dei, \cap. 9/, 
quod in iudicio “fiet ut opera bona et mala in memoriam revocentur, 

235 et mentis intuitu mirabili celeritate cernantur, ut excuset vel accuset 


221 depravatum] depravatur ms. 


218-223 Augustinus — instauratur: AUGUSTINUS, De Genesi ad litteram IX, c. 18, 
n. 33 (PL 34, col. 406-407; CSEL 28,1, p. 292, ll. 19-22). 233-236 Augustinus — 
iudicentur: AUGUSTINUS, De civitate Dei XX, c. 14 (PL 41, col. 680; CCL 48, p. 724, 
ll. 43-47). 
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scientia conscientia[ru]m; atque omnes simul [ita] et singuli iudicentur" 
Unde per hoc potest accipi quod scribitur in Ps. <106:24>: “Ipsi vide- 
runt opera Dei et mirabilia eius in profundo"; “viderunt”, idest videbunt 
in iudicio conscientias suas simul omnes, et “mirabilia eius in profundo," 
idest in corde humano. Unde ler. 17<:9>, ubi nos habemus: “Pravum 
est cor hominis et inscrutabile," alia littera habet: *Profundum." 

Quartum mirabile est meritorum et demeritorum compensatio in ul- 
tima retributione. Ibi enim retribuetur unicuique iuxta opera sua, ita 
quod malis citra condignum et bonis ultra ut in omnibus divina bonitas 
mirabilis habeatur, quod bene figuratum fuit Gen. 43<:30-34> in con- 
vivio quod paravit Ioseph fratribus suis, de quo dicitur quod «43:33»: 
“Primogenitus sedit iuxta primogenita sua et \iunior/ iuxta suam ae- 
tatem et mirabantur nimis sumptis partibus quas ab eo /2ra/ accepe- 
rant? Unde tunc implebitur quod dicitur Exod. 9<:4>: “Faciet Domi- 
nus mirabile inter possessiones Msrael/ et possessiones Aegyptiorum ut 
nihil omnino pereat ex his quae pertinent ad filios Israel" “Possessio- 
nes Israel" sunt remunerationes beatorum, nam Israel princeps cum Deo 
videns Dominum Deum; “possessiones Aegyptiorum” remuneratio re- 
proborum, nam Aegyptii dicuntur tenebrosi sive coangustati, inter quos 
faciet Deus in die iudicii mirabilem divisionem, quoniam hii ibunt in 
supplicium aeternum, iusti autem in vitam aeternam. 


In eo vitae aeternae tractatu consummat Magister opus suum, in quam 
vitam dignetur misericordiam consummare et terminare*, qui est om- 
nium principium et finis. 


240-241 pravum - habet: “Pravum est cor hominis et inscrutabile" textus Vulga- 
tus est; “Profundum est ... inscrutabile" etiam dicitur a THOMA DE AQUINO “alia 
littera" in idem, Super Psalmo 41 n. 5, in In Psalmos Davidis expositio, (Opera om- 
nia, vol. 14), Parma 1863, p. 311b. Vide: M. MORARD, “A propos du commentaire 
des Psaumes de Saint Thomas d'Aquin," Revue Thomiste 96 (1996), pp. 653-670, 
praecipue pp. 660-661 et n. 37. 254 Aegyptii — coangustati: Cf. BONAVENTURA, 
Rationabile sit obsequium vestrum (Dominica infra octavam epiphaniae, sermo VIII), 
ed. Quaracchi, (Opera Omnia, 9), Quaracchi 1901, p. 181a: “Aegyptus enim inter- 
pretatur coangustatio et tenebrae sive tribulatio.” 
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Marsilius of Inghen, the first rector of the University of Heidelberg, was 
also the first to read the Sentences at the faculty of theology at this 
university. His lecture thus initiates the practice of reading the Sentences 
and performing Principia in Heidelberg and, since his commentary was 
influenced by his formation from Paris, he also introduced the Parisian 
model at this new faculty of theology.! In the first twenty years of 
the fifteenth century, the University of Heidelberg opened its doors to 
theologians whose teachings conflicted with those of Marsilius of Inghen 
from various perspectives. 

Some, like master Nicholas of Jawor, already from 1402, a few years 
before the reform of Jean Gerson, were preoccupied with teaching the 


This research was funded by the Department of Philosophy “Piero Martinetti” 
of the University of Milan under the Project “Departments of Excellence 
2018-2022" awarded by the Ministry of Education, University and Research 
(MIUR). I am grateful to Monica Brinzei, Luciana Cioca, William Duba, Chris 
Schabel who entirely recollate the manuscript with me. 

1 G. RITTER, Die Heidelberger Universität im Mittelalter (1386-1508): ein Stück 
deutscher Geschichte (Heidelberger Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1), Heidel- 
berg 1936, passim. Concerning Marsilius's career in Heidelberg, see: J. MIETH- 
KE, Studieren an mittelalterlichen Universitäten. Chancen und Risiken (Ed- 
ucation and Society in the Middle Ages and Renaissance, 19), Leiden 2004, 
pp. 429-452. On his Sentences commentary, see M.J.F.M. HOENEN, “The Com- 
mentary on the Sentences of Marsilius of Inghen,” in Mediaeval Commentaries on 
the Sentences of Peter Lombard, ed. G. R. EVANS (Current Research 1), Leiden- 
Boston-Kóln 2002, pp. 465-506; concerning the Principia, see pp. 477-479. 
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doctrines of the “ancient” theologians of the thirteenth century.? The 
general trend was to verify the orthodoxy of the *modern" transmit- 
ted within the faculty of arts. Then, in 1452, the via antiqua officially 
reached Heidelberg. However, it was forbidden to open any kind of 
debates against the theologians of the via moderna. Indeed, in the mid- 
fifteenth century, the so-called Wegestreit (which arose in Cologne thirty 
years earlier) had already spread to German universities, including Hei- 
delberg.? 

Among Nicholas of Jawor’s pupils as scholars of the tritum iter, the 
best known was John Wenck of Herrenberg (11460),* whom Gerhard Rit- 
ter defined as an “outstandingly brilliant thinker” Before matriculating 


Educated at the University of Prague, Nicholas obtained a licentiate in the Arts 


(1381) and later in theology; in the latter faculty, he was hired as a teacher (1395) 
and then in 1397 he also became rector. He left Prague in 1402 due to political 
dissonance with his university and decided to continue teaching theology at the 
University of Heidelberg, like other Prague masters before him. He participated 
in both the Council of Constance and that of Basel. He died in 1435. For the 
first and still most important monograph on the biography and thought of Ni- 
cholas of Jawor, see A. FRANZ, Der Magister Nikolaus Magni de Jawor. Ein 
Beitrag zur Literatur- und Gelehrtengeschichte des 14. und 15. Jahrhunderts, 
Freiburg i.B. 1898. See also J. PETRASEK, Meide die Häretiker. Die antihus- 
sitische Reaktion des Heidelberger Professors Nikolaus von Jauer (1355-1435) 
auf das taboritische Manifest aus dem Jahr 1430 (Beitráge zur Geschichte der 
Philosophie und Theologie des Mittelalters, N.F., 82), Münster 2018. About 
Nicholas of Jawor’s position on the Hussites and his theological sources of Ja- 
wor's work, i.e., Augustine, Thomas Aquinas, and Durandus of Saint-Pourçain, 
and above all Nicholas's use of Henry of Langenstein's commentary on Genesis, 
see ed. N.H. STENECK, Science and Creation in the Middle Ages. Henry of 
Langenstein (d. 1397) on Genesis, Notre Dame-London 1976. 

See RITTER, Die Heidelberger Universitat, p. 379. We need to read this as coher- 
ent with the contemporary reform of the university statutes in Paris organized 
by William of Estouteville. On the other hand, it is problematic to use the same 
categories of via antiqua and via moderna in the various university contexts and 
consider the different places and times. See A.L. GABRIEL, “Via antiqua and 
via moderna and the Migration of Paris Students and Masters to the German 
Universities in the Fifteenth Century,” in Antiqui und Moderni. Traditionsbe- 
wuftsein und Fortschrittsbewufltsein im späten Mittelalter, ed. A. ZIMMERMANN, 
(Miscellanea Mediaevalia, 9), Berlin-Kóln 1974, pp. 439-383, see at pp. 459-467. 
Regarding the problematic nature of these categories, see S. SWIEZAWSKI, “Le 
probléme de la via antiqua et de la via moderna au XVe siecle et ses fondements 
idéologiques," in Antiqui und Moderni, ed. A. ZIMMERMANN, pp. 484-493. 

E R. HAUBST, “Wenck, Johannes,” Die deutsche Literatur des Mittelalters. Ver- 
fasserlexikon 10/1 (1999), col. 841-847. 

See G. RITTER, Via antiqua und via moderna auf den deutschen Universitäten 
des XV. Jahrhunderts (SHAW/PHK 1922, 7), Heidelberg 1922, p. 51: Jo- 
hannes Wenck was an *überragend genialen Denker" and *überragte sicherlich 
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in Heidelberg in theology, Wenck studied at the faculty of arts in Paris 
in the early fifteenth century, when William Lochem and John of Nova 
Domo taught there. The latter was particularly famous for his teach- 
ings, even if his career was short. In fact, during his lessons, John of 
Nova Domo preferred to comment on Albert the Great’s texts instead 
of Thomas Aquinas's established ones. For instance, he tried to cor- 
rect Thomas Aquinas’s De ente et essentia by using some of Albert the 
Great’s doctrines.’ In addition, John of Nova Domo attacked both the 
“Platonic” realists, like John of Ripa, and the “terminists” (or “mod- 
erns”), like Buridan and Marsilius of Inghen himself 

John of Nova Domo's contemporaries already spoke of “Albertism,” 
even if it was not yet an institutionalized course of studies (or vía) due 
to some characteristics of John's university teaching.? The young John 


den Durchschnitt seiner Heidelberger Kollegen. See RITTER, Die Heidelberger 
Universität, p. 379, considered that Wenck was the only master who taught in 
Heidelberg before 1450 whose “dessen Werk uns in die grossen Gegensátze der 
Zeit hineinschauen läßt.” 
€ — Z. KALUZA, “Les débuts de l’Albertisme tardif (Paris et Cologne)," in Albertus 
Magnus und der Albertismus. Deutsche philosophische Kultur des Mittelalters, 
ed. M.J.F.M. HOENEN, A. DE LIBERA (Studien und Texte zur Geistesgeschichte 
des Mittelalters, 48), Leiden 1995, pp. 207-295, see pp. 235-236. John of Nova 
Domo or of Nieuwenhuyze (11418), native of the Brabant region, is known as 
the “founder” of Albertism; see G.G. MEERSSEMAN, Geschichte des Albertismus, 
vol. I: Die Pariser Anfänge des Kôlner Albertismus, Paris 1933, pp. 20-22. Re- 
garding John of Nova Domo, Heymeric de Campo was his famous pupil. The 
student claimed that his master in Paris tried to start a new course of studies; 
this was in keeping with John Gerson's reform. 
See JOHANNES DE Nova Domo, De ente et essentia, ed. MEERSSEMAN, Die 
Pariser Anfänge des Kólner Albertismus, pp. 91-191. This work is to be inte- 
grated with the metaphysical writings, see D. CALMA, “Jean de Maisonneuve. 
L'Albertisme tardif et deux commentaires à la métaphysique,” Przeglad Tomisty- 
czny 24 (2018), pp. 255-287. 
Z. KALUZA, "Le De universali reali de Jean de Maisonneuve et les epi- 
curi litterales," Freiburger Zeitschrift für Philosophie und Theologie 33 (1986), 
pp. 469—516, see p. 474 and p. 483. HEIMERICUS DE CAMPO Tractatus problem- 
aticus, pars. I (Contra modernos), f. 1r, for the opposition against the *moder- 
norum figmenta." 
The historiographical judgment on John's teaching is not unanimous. Meersse- 
man was the first to express himself in favor of the hypothesis of an Albertist via 
in Paris (see the previous footnote); the author who instead raised some doubts 
was H.G. SENGER, “Albertismus? Überlegungen zur via Alberti im 15. Jahrhun- 
dert," in Albert der Grosse. Seine Zeit, Sein Werk, Seine Wirkung, ed. A. ZIM- 
MERMANN (Miscellanea Mediaevalia, 14), Berlin-New York 1981, pp. 217-236: 
from Senger's point of view, if the Albertism “historiographisch rekonstruierbar 
sein muß,” it is necessary “ein kohárentes und konsistentes philosophisches und 
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Wenck studied in this context, so he as a student in the arts probably 
supported John of Nova Domo's Albertism, traces of which are also evi- 
dent in Wenck's later works, and he certainly had a doctrinal orientation 
averse to that of the moderns.!? 

In 1426, Wenck decided to continue his studies and enrolled at the Fac- 
ulty of Theology of the University of Heidelberg. In the following year, 
earlier than traditionally happened for candidates in theology, Wenck 
began to read his biblical commentary.!! Then he read the Sentences 
to obtain the title of doctor in theology. We do not know exactly when, 
in what order, and in what timing he read all those books, but we will 
later formulate a hypothesis about it. As part of the processes, Wenck 
sustains the Principia, divided into a sermo and a confrontation with 
his socii.!? 

Wenck accomplished his lectures on the Sentences on February 6, 
1432, and it seems that he received his license in theology on September 
11, 1432.13 Soon after, the University of Heidelberg hired him as a 
theology professor and, because of this assignment, he got involved in 


[...] theologisches System nachweisen zu müssen" (see p. 218). However, the 
numerous differences between the philosophical conceptions of the authors con- 
sidered as Albertists make this task very difficult. In fact, for Senger, the sole 
significant theory shared by all Albertists was the metaphysical doctrine of the 
flow: that is not enough to demonstrate the existence of an Albertist school in 
Paris. 
R. HAUBST, “Johannes Wenck aus Herrenberg als Albertist," Recherches de 
Théologie Ancienne et Médiévale 18 (1951), pp. 308-324. 
HAUBST, Johannes Wenck, col. 841 noted that, exceptionally, the doors of the 
cursus biblicus were soon opened to Wenck. He explained it by hypothesizing 
that Wenck must have already attended a few years studying theology in Paris. 
However, we have no information to reconstruct that period of Wenck's biogra- 
phy. 
According to the University of Heidelberg's statutes, the candidates for the ti- 
tle of doctor in theology should have read all four books of the Sentences. See 
E. WINKELMANN, Urkundenbuch der Universitat Heidelberg, vol. 1, Heidelberg 
1886, p. 21. M.J.F.M. HOENEN, “Neuplatonismus am Ende des 14. Jahrhun- 
derts. Die Prinzipien zum Sentenzenkommentar des Marsilius von Inghen,” 
in Marsilius von Inghen: Werk und Wirkung, ed. S. WIELGUS, Lublin 1993, 
pp. 165-194, see pp. 168-173. 
13 G. ToEPKE, Die Matrikel der Universität Heidelberg, vol. II, Heidelberg 1886, 
p. 591: “Item anno 1427 die 29. mensis Julii M. Johannes Wenck presentatus 
fuit ad legendum in theologia cursum per M. Nicolaum Magni de Jawor, dedit 1 
fl. Item idem eodem anno die 29a mensis Septembris fecit Principia in eundem 
et in prima die sequentis mensis, sc. Octobris, incepit legere eundem. Item idem 
anno 1430 3a die mensis Julii presentatus fuit ad legendum Sentencias per pre- 
fatum magistrum Nicolaum et Principiavit in eodem anno 1431 29. die mensis 
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battling against heresy, especially after the Council of Basel, where a 
renowned debate over Hussites and Begards arose. In this regard, 
Wenck opened the well-known polemic against Nicholas of Cusa.!° 

'The present paper considers John Wenck's Principia on the Sentences 
of Peter Lombard that survived in the manuscript Tübingen, Univer- 
sitätbibliothek, Mc. 31 ff. 138r-143r and ff. 150r-155v. I propose to in- 
vestigate the structure of those texts to see how they reflect the practice 
of Principia within the University of Heidelberg. The goal is to high- 
light its specificity and to better understand the academic and doctrinal 
climate from Wenck's time. The study of these Principia is also an occa- 
sion to investigate another bachelor from Wenck's time — Bartholomew 
of Maastricht. He was Wenck's competing peer student (or socius) in 
his Principium on Book I of the Sentences, since together they debated 
a few metaphysical questions. Wenck informs us that Bartholomew also 
replied to him in his own Principium and, even if the text did not survive 
to this day, we have some traces of his ideas through Wenck's second 
reply in his Principium on Book II. 


Januarii, dedit 2 fl. Item anno 1432 idem M. Johannes Wenck finivit Senten- 
tias 6? mensis februarii? For license, G. ToEPKE, Die Matrikel der Universitàt 
Heidelberg, vol. II, Heidelberg 1886, p. 594: “anno 1432? 11. die mensis Septem- 
bris M. Johannes Wenk licenciatus fuit in theologia per M. Nicolaum Magni de 
Jawor.” 

For a mapping of Heidelberg’s masters who attended the councils of the first half 
of the fifteenth century, see H. HAWICKS, “Professors as Envoys, Experts and In- 
quisitors Heidelberg and Hussitism,” in Acta Universitatis Carolinae. Historia 
Universitatis Carolinae Pragensis 60/1 (2020), pp. 245-256, who highlights Ni- 
cholas of Jawor's and Wenck's participation in the anti-Hussite controversy of 
1430 with the *contra epistolam perfidiae Hussitarum" (1431). FRANZ, Der Ma- 
gister Nikolaus Magni de Jawor, pp. 92-93. See K. BRACHA, Des Teufels Lug und 
Trug. Nikolaus Magni von Jauer: Ein Reformtheologe des Spätmittelalters gegen 
Aberglaube und Gótzendienst (Quellen und Forschungen zur europäischen Eth- 
nologie), Dettelbach 2013. Concerning the spread of Jawor's texts outside the 
university, see: A. FIAMMA, Nicola Cusano da Colonia a Roma (1425-1450). 
Università, politica e umanesimo nel giovane Cusano (Texte und Studien zur 
Europáischen Geistesgeschichte, B19), Münster 2019, pp. 116-117, in which we 
highlighted that Nicholas of Cusa, in the sermons preached in the diocese of 
Trier between 1430 and 1431, used Nicholas of Jawor’s De sortilegiis, explicitly 
mentioning the author's name and the book's title in his Sermo II, n. 15, 15-16. 
For the debate between Wenck and Nicholas of Cusa and the questions of begards 
and Hussites in 15th century Germany see M.K. ZIEBARTH, Nicolaus Cusanus 
on Faith and the Intellect. A Case Study in 15th-Century Fides-Ratio Contro- 
versy (Brill's Studies in Intellectual History, 225), Leiden 2014, pp. 53-136 and 
A. FIAMMA, Nicola Cusano da Colonia a Roma, pp. 108-132. 
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Furthermore, I will consider a debate that Wenck engaged in that 
same spring of 1431 with another of his socii, John of Brumbach, who 
was reading his own Principium in Book III of the Sentences. Dating 
and understanding the context of this debate will be helpful in timing 
Wenck's and his socii’s lectures on the Sentences. In the two appen- 
dices, the edition of Wenck's Principia I-II and of Bartholomew of 
Maastricht's brocards are transcribed from the manuscript Tübingen, 
Universitätsbibliothek, Mc., no. 31. In the second appendix, I also 
attempt to identify the textual extremes in Wenck’s Principia for recon- 
structing the arguments and counterarguments developed in his debate 
with his socius Bartholomew of Maastricht. 


Wenck lecturing on the Sentences 


Manuscript no. 31 in the University Library in Tübingen consists of 213 
folios containing texts dated 1429-1432. Among them are treatises and 
letters of masters of the University of Heidelberg, such as Nicholas of 
Jawor, and approximately sixty sermons de tempore, two Principia, and 
a quaestio on the Holy Spirit delivered by John Wenck. Franz X. Bantle 
stated that codex 31 is “ein Konzeptbuch Wencks.”!” Bantle's conclusion 
comes from analyzing the hands that copied many of the works in that 
codex, including the marginal notes: Wenck’s handwriting is almost 
everywhere. While Wenck’s Principium on Book I is an autograph, the 
Principium on Book II is not. Moreover, his handwriting is recognizable 
in the texts collected for preparing the Sentences commentaries, which 
are in the other folia. They are so full of horizontal and vertical writing 
on the top, bottom, and side margins that it is challenging to find blank 
spaces. 

'The ancient statutes of the University of Heidelberg provided that the 
four books of the Sentences were read in two years, i.e., the first two 
books in the first year and the third and fourth books in the second.!? 


16 R. HAUBST, Studien zu Nikolaus von Kues und Johannes Wenck aus Hand- 


schriften der Vatikanischen Bibliothek (Beitráge zur Geschichte der Philosophie 
und Theologie des Mittelalters, 38/1-3), Münster 1955, pp. 69-71 mentioned 
both those questions. 

F.X. BANTLE, "Nikolaus Magni de Jawor und Johannes Wenk im Lichte des 
Codex Mc. 31 der Universitätsbibliothek Tübingen," Theologie und Philosophie 
38/4 (1963), pp. 536-574; for the attribution of the texts to Wenck, see p. 538. 
'This was a general university custom in the late Middle Ages. However, some- 
times it happened that all four books were read in the same year, as in Paris in 
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From this, the manuscript Tübingen, UB, Mc. 31 should theoretically 
transmit the contents of the first year of Wenck's reading of the Sen- 
tences. As we will see in the analysis of Wenck’s final acknowledgements, 
he pronounced the Principia to Books I and II in front of an audience 
that was not limited to theology masters and students only, but were 
also extended to colleagues from others faculties. So the reading of the 
Principia did not have to represent a central moment only for students of 
theology, but for the whole community of the University of Heidelberg. 

As for Wenck's Principia on Books III-IV of the Sentences, they did 
not survive to the present time. According to the statutes of Heidel- 
berg University, he was supposed to assert the Principia concerning the 
other books in the following semesters. However, from what Wenck 
anticipated in the Principia on Books I-II, we can assume the doctri- 
nal content he should have given them. Regarding incarnation as the 
fundamental nucleus of Book III of the Sentences, it is noteworthy that 
Wenck had already highlighted the virgin birth of Mary in his first Prín- 
cipium; as for Book IV, we will later see the metaphor of the sacrament 
as medicine against the sins. 

Some traces of Wenck's Principium on Book III can be reconstructed 
from a debate that arose after September 25, 1431, when the Cistercian 
John of Brumbach started his reading of his Principia on the Sentences. 
In fact, John of Brumbach is another of Wenck's socii, alongside John of 
Mechlinia.!? The first section of the code Città del Vaticano, Biblioteca 
Apostolica Vaticana, Pal. lat. 370, composed of 120 folios, presents an 
extensive collection of Principia pronounced by bachelors of the Faculty 
of Theology in Heidelberg between 1425 and 1445. John of Brumbach’s 
fragments of Principia refers to Books III-IV (ff. 60r-67r), and also con- 
tains the debates after his lecture (ff. 67r-96v), which includes Wenck's 
intervention (ff. 76r-76v) and Brumbach's reply (ff. 85r-v). 


1318. See W. DUBA, C. SCHABEL, “Remigio, Auriol, Scotus, and the Myth of the 
Two-Year Sentences Lecture at Paris," Recherches de Théologie et Philosophie 
Médiévales 84/1 (2017), pp. 143-179. 

19 Citta del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Pal. lat. 370, f. 60v, 1: “anno 
m? cccc? xxx? primo”. HAUBST, Studien, pp. 69-73, described only the outlines 
of this question, which had to occur after September 25, 1431. The interlocu- 
tor should have been the Cistercian John of Brembach (11466), later the bishop 
of Würzburg; for a biography, see S.F. v. POLNITZ, “Die bischófliche Refor- 
marbeit im Hochstift Würzburg während des 15. Jahrhunderts," in Würzburger 
Diózesangeschichtsblátter 8/9 (1941), pp. 102-118. 
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It is possible that Wenck participated in the debate of Brumbach's 
Principium on the third book in the same semester beginning in Septem- 
ber 1431, when Wenck was reading Book II. In fact, we know that Wenck 
finished reading the first book of the Sentences on May 24, 1431, that 
is, at the end of the semester that begins on January 29, 1431, when he 
read his Principium on the first book of the Sentences.?? 

Remarkably, John of Brumbach's first reply to Wenck concerns a topic 
he addressed in his Principium of Book I: the representation of the sacra- 
ment as a medicine.?! Such a metaphor is common to others! Sentences 
commentaries?? and linked to the concept of the usefulness of studying 
the Sacred Scriptures, which is the same question that Wenck asked in 
his Principium on Book L?? But we have to consider that the specific 


20 Wenck dated his Principium on Book I of the Sentences at “anno 1431mo in 


die Valerii," that was January 29, 1431; see Tübingen, UB, Mc. 31, f. 138r, 
l. 1. We have information about the end of his lectures on Book I from the 
explicit of his quaestio de Spiritu Sancto of 15" May 1431, see Mc. 31, f. 201v, 
1. 16-21: “De hac questione respondi anno domini 1431? feria tertia ante Pente- 
costem, que erat quinta decima dies Mai, sub venerabili magistro sacre theologie 
professore magistro Nicolao de Gawer. Et feria quinta sequenti finivi primum 
Sententiarum." This date is confirmed by a note by Wenck’s handwriting that is 
found in Tübingen, UB, Mc. 31, f. 13r: "feria tertia post ascensionem de Spiritu 
Sancto in theologia responsurum et Deo duce iam primum librum sententiarum 
finiturum.” 
?! Città del Vaticano, BAV, Pal. lat. 370, f. 85r, l. 4: *sacramenta autem sunt 
medicina spiritualis ut patet primam questionem magistri mei.” The metaphor 
of the sacrament as a medicine concerns John's first and third responses regarding 
the relationship between saving grace and human freedom: the first, which we 
speak of in the body of the text, concerns the appropriateness of engaging in 
erudition if the grace present in the sacrament cures sins; the second focuses on 
this same topic by discussing the notion of sacramental causality; and the third 
instead takes up the metaphor of medicine., however, unlike the first, it discusses 
moral issues, such as the vices of adultery and concupiscence. Augustine of 
Hippo's name and the nineteenth book of his Contra Faustum Manichaeum are 
both explicitly mentioned twice; also, Thomas Aquinas mentioned the same 
source when he dealt with these topics. See, for example, T'HOMAS DE AQUINO, 
Summae theologiae, tertia pars, q. 65, art. 1, arg. 4, l. 1, ed. Leonina, t. 12, 
Roma 1906, p. 56: “Augustinus dicit, xix contra Faustum, sacramenta novae 
legis sunt numero pauciora quam sacramenta veteris legis.” 
See: ALBERTUS MAGNUS, Commentarii in quartum librum Sententiarum, dis- 
tinctio 7 A, art. 5, ed. Borgnet (Opera Omnia), Paris 1894, vol. 29, p. 161, 
col. 1, l. 8; BONAVENTURA, Commentaria in quattuor libros Sententiarum Ma- 
gistri Petri Lombardi, in librum IV, comm. in dist. 1, pars 1, art. unicus, q. 4, 
ed. Frati Editori di Quaracchi, Firenze 1949, p. 20, col. 1, 1. 30; THOMAS DE 
AQUINO, In IV Sententiarum, dist. 23, q. 1, art. 2, quaestiuncula 2, arg. 1, l. 2. 
23 Citta del Vaticano, BAV, Pal. lat. 370, f. 85r, 1. 5-6: “nec opus caret sacramentis 
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argument of John of Brumbach's reply against Wenck recalls the doctrine 
of the causalitas sacramentorum, that is presented by Peter Lombard in 
Book IV of the Sentences.?* 

Furthermore, it is interesting that Brumbach was allowed to read the 
Sentences in June 1431 and Toepke adds that he began reading precisely 
on September 25, 1431. Since Wenck participated in the debate with his 
socius John of Brumbach, then it must be inferred that this occurred 
during the September 1431 to February 1432 semester. It is also inter- 
esting that Wenck discussed Brumbach's Principium on Book III, but 
Brumbach did not reply by mentioning those same content, attacking 
instead Wenck by reffering notions of Book IV, as if he had already 
listened to Wenck discussing that book. This leads us to believe that 
maybe both Brumbach and Wenck did not start their readings from 
Book I, but from Books III and/or IV, and that Wenck probably read 
them together in a single semester, as did, for example, the Cistercian 
Nicholas of Fonte in those same years.” 

So, it might be the case that in Heidelberg students could start with 
Books III and/or IV and then follow up with the reading of Books I and 
IL?6 Indeed, this would mean that someone, perhaps among the most 
brilliant students, could have finished their lectures on the Sentences 
in three semesters — that is, in a year and a half, rather than in the 
canonical two years. It was probably not even compulsory to follow 
the pre-established order in choosing the books to read. If that were 
the case, the beginning of Wenck's reading of the Sentences should be 
brought forward by a semester, following the order of reading: III/IV, 
I, then IL. Thus, Toepke’s admission date in July 1430 and closing date 
of the process on February 6, 1432 would also be consistent. 


in statu legis naturae post lapsum, quia non minus est necessaria eruditio que 

fit per precepta.” 
24 Citta del Vaticano, BAV, Pal. lat. 370, ff. 85r-v: “rationes dicti domini Johannis 
Brumbach contra primam questionem M. Johannis Wenck quarti Sententiarum.” 
TOEPKE, Die Matrikel der Universität Heidelberg, p. 593: “Fr. Nicolaus profes- 
sus ord. Cysterciensis in Fonte salutis anno 1431 die 8? mensis Octobris fecit 
Principium in Sentencias sub M. Johanne Platen, dedit 2 fl. Item idem finivit 
tercium sentenciarum 5? Nonas Octobris (sc. 1432) incepitque quartum 13. Kal. 
Novembris." 
HOENEN, “Neuplatonismus am Ende des 14. Jahrhunderts," p. 169, remembered 
that, according to the Statutes of the University of Heidelberg, the baccalaureus 
formatus pronounced his Principium on the third book of the Sentences at the 
beginning of his second year of study. So, the rule was to begin with Book I; 
this does not mean that there were no exceptions or different habits, perhaps 
introduced autonomously by the masters. 
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In summary, Wenck should have followed this reading schedule: 


. Book III-IV: September 1430 to January 1431; 
. Book I: February 1431 to May 1431, finishing the 24” May 1431 


. Book II: September 1431 to January 1432, finishing the 6*^ Febru- 
ary 1432. 


This was hereinafter the scheme of Wenck's socii who discussed in the 
academic years 1430-33 at the Faculty of Theology at the University of 


Heidelberg.?" 
Socii 1429-1430 | 1430-1431 | 1431-1432 | 1432-1433 
John Wenck P3-4 | P1 | P2 
Bartholomew of P1? | P2 P4 | P3? 
Maastricht 
John of Brumbach P3 Pl P2 | P4 
John of Mechlinia P P? p? P? 
John of Bruxelles P P? | P? P? 
Nicholas of Fonte P1 P2 | P3-4 


The structure of Wenck’s Principia 


We should remember that the structure of the Principia on the Sen- 
tences depended on the customs of each university.?? In Heidelberg, in 
1392-1394, Marsilius of Inghen began his Principium with an invocation 
to God, followed by a praise of theology (called recommendatio)?? and a 
sermon introduced by a biblical theme. After the sermo, he introduced 
a questio and opened a dispute with his peer bachelors, the so-called 
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For the periods of reading the Sentences, see TOEPKE, Die Matrikel der Univer- 
sitdt Heidelberg, pp. 589—594. 

See Les questions disputées et les questions quodlibétiques dans les facultés de 
théologie, de droit et de médecine, ed. B.C. BAZAN, J.W. WIPPEL, G. FRANSEN, 
D. JACQUART (Typologie des Sources du Moyen Age Occidental, 44-45), Turn- 
hout 1985. 

Concerning the typical structure of the collatio in Principia, see C. SCHABEL, 
"The Victorine Pierre LeDuc's Collationes, Sermo finalis, and Principia on the 
Sentences, Paris 1382-3," Archives d'histoire doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen 
Age 87 (2020), pp. 237-334, pp. 238-239. 


John Wenck's Principia 


socii.? Wenck, in his Principia, shadowed a similar structure to Marsil- 
ius's and listed the main points at the beginning of his speech on Book 
Iof the Sentences: 


1. the invocation to the Saints; 

. the recommendatio; 

. the sermo; 

. the protestatio; 

. the questio and the debate with socii; 
. the regratiatio. 


TAUN 


1. Invocatio 


The first part of Wenck’s Principium, on Book I of the Sentences, con- 
cerns the invocation to the saints. For him, it is an opportunity to show 
Heidelberg’s public his skills as a biblical exegete. So, he surprised the 
audience by establishing a connection between the book of the prophet 
Hosea and an eminent representative of pagan philosophy, namely Plato. 
Wenck introduces this intuition by reminding us that invoking divine aid 
is a “very healthy (saluberrime) custom, which theologians and masters 
of arts correctly use in the university.” Thus, Wenck reminded the au- 
dience that even Plato used to implore God, like the prophet Hosea, 
who announced: tantum modo in me auxilium twum.?! For Plato, the 
invocation was an essential component of philosophy, to the point that 
in Tímaeus,? he dealt with the genres of speech, identifying the four 
characteristics of good invocations: 


1. they are understandable; 

2. they are pleasing to God; 

3. they are adequate for the purpose the author calls for; and 
4. they can easily reach God. 


Here is à caveat. Wenck clarifies on his motivation to use the model 
of Plato's doctrine since there is no benefit for a Christian to learn to 
respect God (religion) from a pagan philosopher. The power of a long 


3? HOENEN, “Neuplatonismus am Ende des 14. Jahrhunderts," p. 168. HOENEN, 
The Commentary of Marsilius of Inghen, p. 479, also points out that the ques- 
tions at our disposal “do not represent the actual Principia he held. They were 
rewritten, and during the process, Marsilius dropped the debate with his socii 
for reasons that are unclear? 

3! Tübingen, UB, Mc. 31, f. 138r, l. 16-17. See Osee, 13, 9: “Perditio tua Israhel 

tantummodo in me auxilium tuum.” 
32 PLATO, Timaeus 17A, 53C (CPL 0578 a (A)), pars 1, p. 20, L 10-14. 
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tradition gives more credibility to his actions. However, Wenck points 
out that Augustine already appreciated what the pagan philosophers 
had to say about God and recognized them as “wrongful possessors” of 
the truth. Even so, Wenck states that we should not be surprised by 
this translation of Augustine since the biblical book of Exodus already 
prophesied the matter. Exodus indeed states that Israel learned from 
the Egyptians that we must first say what is pleasing to God, not what 
one feels or wishes for oneself. The reason is that placing oneself as 
the focal point when praying to God can lead to heresy, just like the 
venerable Bede asserted to the Christians.?? 

Wenck finally formulated four invocations to God according to Plato's 
suggestions. This part of Wenck's Principium develops through ref- 
erences to St. Paul's letters and the Psalms. Later in the text, he 
also constructs an exciting correspondence between some passages of 
the prophets Hosea and Isaiah with mentions of Gregory the Great and 
Augustine. Wenck does not consider the biblical text according to the 
literal meaning of the terms, as indicated by the so-called “moderns’ ” 
model of exegesis. On the contrary, he values its symbolic meanings 
according to the teaching of the “ancient” schools of the thirteenth cen- 
tury. 

In this same section of this Principium, it is also possible to high- 
light construction techniques of theological discourse typical of the fif- 
teenth century, such as a “collage” between existing texts.% The one he 


335 Tübingen, UB, Mc. 31, f. 138r, l. 35-37. See BEDA VENERABILIS, Expositio 
actuum apostolorum (CPL 1357), c. 4, l. 76; c. 5, l. 42-43. 

M.J.F.M. HoENEN, “Marsilius von Inghen in der Geistesgeschichte des Ausge- 
henden Mittelalters," in Philosophie und Theologie des ausgehenden Mittelal- 
ters. Marsilius von Inghen und das Denken seiner Zeit, ed. M.J.F.M. HOENEN, 
P.J.J.M. BAKKER, Leiden 2000, pp. 21-45, at pp. 24-26 reconstructs the main 
stages of the discussion on the application of logic to hermeneutics of the biblical 
text during the late Middle Ages. It underlines the importance of the Parisian 
Statutes in 1340, the position of Pierre d'Ailly, and the debate's outcome be- 
tween dialectics and anti-dialectics in Jean Gerson's De duplici logica. Hoenen 
pointed out that Marsilius of Inghen followed Gerson's footsteps, distinguishing 
the methods to be used in natural philosophy and metaphysics from those to be 
followed in ethics and theology. This choice allowed Marsilius to also embrace 
the doctrines of important theologians of the thirteenth century in his Sentences, 
like Alexander of Hales, Thomas Aquinas, and Bonaventure. See Z. KALUZA, 
“Les sciences et leurs langages. Note sur le statut du 29 décembre 1340 et le pré- 
tendu statut perdu contre Ockham," in Filosofia e teología nel Trecento. Studi 
in ricordo di Eugenio Randi, ed. L. BIANCHI (Textes et études du Moyen Age, 
1), Louvain-la-Neuve 1994, pp. 197-258. 

The patchwork textual reworking technique, also called bricolage, was common 
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composed with a few sentences from Peter Damian's sermons according 
to the following pattern is quite interesting: 


Petrus Damiani, Johannes Wenck, 
Preces Principium ad I libr., 
(Patrologia Latina 145) in: Tübingen, UB, Mc. 31 
t. 1, Orationes ad Trinitatem, col. 919, 1. 43-54 f. 139r, 1. 7-17 

t. 1, Orationes ad Trinitatem, col. 920, 1. 15-17 f. 139r, 1. 19 

t. 1, Orationes ad Trinitatem, col. 920, 1. 25 f. 139r, 1. 20-21 

t. 2, Orationes ad Trinitatem, col. 920, 1. 51-54 f. 139r, 1. 22-24 

t. 2, Orationes ad Trinitatem col. 922, 1. 12-19 f. 130r, 1. 24-28 

t. 26, De s. cruce orationes, col. 927, 1. 7-9 f. 139r, 1. 28-30 

t. 26, De s. cruce orationes, col. 927, 1. 13 f. 139r, 1. 30 

t. 27, De s. cruce orationes, col. 927, 1. 43 f. 139r, 1. 31-32 

t. 27, De s. cruce orationes, col. 927, 1. 47-50 f. 130r, 1. 33-36 

t. 27, De s. cruce orationes, col. 927, 1. 51-53 f. 139r, 1. 38-41 

t. 27, De s. cruce orationes, col. 927, 1. 54 f. 139v, 1. 2-3 


2-3. Recommendatio and Sermo 


'The next section of Wenck's Principium is given by his sermo or collatio, 
based on the recommendatio of the study of the Bible and the Sentences. 
His sermo has a biblical thema with the verse from the prophet Hosea: 
perditio tua [Israel], ex te tantummodo in me auxilium tuum (13, 9). 
John seems to be motivated to demonstrate his ability as a biblical ex- 
egete and his rhetorical skills, establishing a parallel between textual 


in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. See U. Eco, “Riflessioni sulle tec- 
niche di citazione nel Medioevo," in Ideologie e pratiche del reimpiego nell'alto 
Medioevo, Spoleto 1999, pp. 461—484, who has compared the patchwork to the 
modern second-hand use. M. BRiNZEI, *Plagium," in Mots médiévaux offerts à 
Ruedi Imbach, ed. I. ATUCHA, D. CALMA, C. KONIG-PRALONG, I. ZAVATTERO, 
'Turnhout-Porto 2011, pp. 559—568, at pp. 561f. distinguished different kinds of 
textual bricolage. It is not easy to apply the modern category of plagiarism to 
the medieval era, in which intellectual activity was conceived as the reworking 
of the same Christian tradition, often using commentaries. Z. KALUZA, “Au- 
teur et plagiaire: quelques remarques," in Was ist Philosophie im Mittelalter? 
Qu'est-ce que la philosophie au moyen áge? What is Philosophy in the Middle 
Ages?, ed. J.A. AERTSEN, A. SPEER, Berlin 1998, pp. 312-320; U. ZAHND, “Pla- 
giats individualisés et stratégies de singularisation. L'évolution du livre IV du 
commentaire commun des Sentences de Vienne", in Nicholas of Dinkelsbühl and 
the Sentences at Vienna in the Early Fifteenth Century, ed. BRÎNZEI, Turnhout 
2014, pp. 85-265. 
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passages of the biblical books of Hosea and Isaiah concerning the de- 
struction of Israel. This happened because its inhabitants’ exaltation 
and pride led them to immorality and idolatry. Instead, God showed 
them the viam humilitatis elationi oppositam (f. 140r). So Wenck con- 
tinues, morali homo instruat seipsum debere humiliare et pro subsidio 
sue salutis ad Deum recurrere (f. 140v): this is the narrow way of salva- 
tion, which few people enter, as explained by the evangelist Matthew 20 
Wenck points out that the greatness of Hosea's words consists in that 
both perdition and salvation live in them, and the Holy Scriptures are 
the key to distancing oneself from the first and accessing the second. 

Curiously — continues Wenck — in them stand the main themes of 
the four books of the Sentences: 


1. ^Your perdition" (perditio tua) implies the presence of the ineffable 
mystery of the Trinity. 

2. The creation, which originates “from you” (ez te), manifests itself 
in the worthiest of creatures, namely Man. 

3. In a certain way, tantum modo in me symbolizes the incarnate word 
brought into the world through the immaculate birth of Mary. 

4. “God’s help” to humans wounded by sin is a “medicament” like 
the sacraments. 


In his recommendatio, Wenck praises the books of the Sentences and 
introduces the question about the meaning of studying theology’s works 
for the salvation of souls.?/ More precisely, Wenck wonders if Lombard’s 
enterprise of moving beyond human capacity — here, we find a refer- 
ence to the Prologus of the Sentences?’ — risks drifting toward perdition 
rather than leading to salvation. For Wenck, one has to remember what 
Paul had explained, i.e., that "littera kills"?? since it guides to exaltation 


36 Evang. sec. Matthaeum, c. T, v. 14: “angusta porta et arta via que ducit ad 


vitam et pauci sunt qui inveniunt eam.” 

Tübingen, UB, Mc. 31, f. 140v, l. 40-41: *utrum studium divinarum litterarum 
sit in profectum et salutem animarum" 

Tübingen, UB, Mc. 31, f. 141r, 1. 11-13: “in oppositum est magister in prologo, 
qui, ob premium eterne retribuctionis, dicit se, de penuria sui ingenioli seu de stu- 
dio suo, aliquid in gazophylacium Domini missurum? See PETRUS LOMBARDUS, 
Sententiae, prologus, p. 3, 1. 2: “cupientes aliquid de penuria ac tenuitate nostra 
cum paupercula in gazophylacium domini mittere, ardua scandere opus ultra 
uires nostras agere praesumpsimus consummationis fiduciam laboris que mer- 
cedem in samaritano statuentes, qui, prolatis in curationem semiuiui duobus 
denariis, supereroganti cuncta reddere professus est.” 

39 Ep. Pauli ad Corinthios II, 3, 6. 
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and inflames pride.*? Wenck then stresses that he agreed on this con- 
ceptual development with his teacher Nicholas of Jawor. 

We should add that the same form of sermo can be read in his second 
Principium. Wenck begins his second speech by mentioning the same 
theme from the book of Hosea and taking up the duplicate threads from 
his Principium to the first book. However, he clarifies the sources more 
precisely, frequently providing exact references to the names of authors 
and books. So Wenck again emphasizes the greatness of Hosea’s words 
by deepening their moral value. He argues that, on closer inspection, 
there is only one concrete commandment in all the Sacred Scriptures, 
which reflects the words of Hosea, namely the prosecutio salutis, fugaque 
perditionis (f. 150r). 

The salvation is finem fidei nostre, which is evident in that it is possi- 
ble to read in passages, well cited by Wenck, of the Psalms, the Pauline 
letters, the Gospels of Luke, Matthew and John, and their Medieval 
commentators, such as Augustine and Isidore of Seville. There is also 
a reference from an extract of the De gestis domini salvatoris of Simon 
Fidati from Cascia (11348). Wenck refers to this book with the title De 
morali gloria, probably because he sourced the manuscript in Heidelberg 
bore this wording. Simon's name also recurs in other sheets of notes in 
the same codex Tübingen, UB, Mc. 31. In fact, Simon must have been 
an author particularly known to Wenck and perhaps also in the context 
of Heidelberg University itself.4? 


40 The three arguments are: 1. “Nichil quod occidit aut mortificat est in profectum 


seu salutem animarum, sed litteram occidit. (Tübingen, UB, Mc. 31, f. 140v, 
1. 42-43. Ep. Pauli ad Corinthios II, 3, 6); 2. *Nichil quod inflat et superbiam 
inducit est in profectum et salutem animarum, cum caritatis proprietas sit non 
inflare" (f. 141r, L 1-13. Ep. Pauli ad Corinthios I, 13, 4); 3. “Nichil quod 
ad insaniam ducit est in profectum et salutem animarum, sed littere ducunt ad 
insaniam." (f. 141r, l. 7-8. Lib. Actuum Apostolorum, 26, 24). 

^! "Tübingen, UB, Mc. 31, f. 150v, L 28. 

?? "Tübingen, UB, Mc. 31, f. 151r, l. 19-20: “attende Symonem de Cassia, in opere 
suo evangelico, libro 14? de morali gloria, capitulo 21°” Wenck also mentions 
Simon Fidati in marginal notes by his hand in ff. 147r, 157v, 163r-v. For the 
biography and works, see P. BELLINI, “Simon Fidati de Cascia,” in Dictionnaire 
de Spiritualité 14 (1990), col. 873-887. In the code now in Città del Vaticano, 
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Pal. lat. 123, but originally from the University 
of Heidelberg, three fascicles have been found (no. IV, V and VI), copied in 1390 
in Simone Fidati's Sermones XIV de morali gloria (f. 126r-165v), then a glossa 
of the Gospel of John (f. 166r-220r) and extracts from the Gospel of Matthew 
with a collatio of comments (221r-224v). There is no evidence that Wenck con- 
sidered this code in drafting his speech. However, this codex is the only one to 
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4. Protestatio 


Before continuing with the presentation of the question, Wenck an- 
nounces that it is time to progredior. He actually formulates a protesta- 
tio, as is customary of the Principia. Here, Wenck declares that he does 
not affirm anything contrary to the faith or utter words that may sound 
offensive to those who listen to the reading of the Principium. (f. 141r) 


5. The questions and the debate with the socii 


A customary moment of the Principia is the confrontation with socii, 
i.e., the competing peer bachelors who are debating on a chosen topic. As 
Wenck recalls? Heidelberg University's customs concerning the open- 
ing speeches in reading Sentences also contained the appeal of a compet- 
ing peer student to discuss some doctrinal contents that the candidate 
brought out in his speech. In the Principium on Book I, Wenck in- 
troduces his socius Bartholomew of Maastrich as follows: reverendum 
dominum, sententiarum, magistrum meum, Bartholomeum; and in the 


our knowledge where such a title indicates Simon Fidati's De gestis domini sal- 
vatoris. Simon Fidati builds a conception on theology centered on interpreting 
the Gospels and develops a Christology with a robust, practical approach. See 
W. ECKERMANN, “Simon Fidati von Cascia OESA (11348). Europáische Theolo- 
gie im lateinischen Mittelalter," Augustiniana 47 (1997), pp. 339-356 provided 
evidence for the extraordinary diffusion of manuscripts of Simon’s work in the fif- 
teenth century, which also led to printing in 1485. Concerning the most relevant 
of Simon's doctrines, Eckermann mentioned the Christiformitas, expressed in his 
attention to the life of Jesus, also testified by his commentaries on the Gospels. 
For the contextualization of Simon's work in the history of thought of the late 
Middle Ages, see Simon Fidati von Cascia OESA. Augustinische Theologie und 
Philosophie im späten Mittelalter, ed. C.M. OSER-GROTE, A.E.J. GROTE (Cas- 
siciacum, 52), Würzburg 2006. In this volume, see Anzulewicz's contribution 
about the relation between Simon and Albert of Great, an author familiar to 
Wenck. (H. ANZULEWICZ, “Die Gottáhnlichkeit des Menschen und seine Gle- 
ichfórmigkeit mit Christus: Albert d. Gr. und Simon Fidati von Cascia über 
die Verwirklichung des Menschen als Mensch und Christ", pp. 305-322), Meis- 
ter Eckhart (V. PEKTAS, * Beati pauperes spiritu (Mt 5,3): Das Armutsideal bei 
Simon Fidati von Cascia und Meister Eckart: ein Vergleich," pp. 245-268) and 
Nicholas of Cusa (H. SCHWAETZER, *.. dann ist uns unser Vater Augustinus 
als Beispiel gesetzt! Christiformitas bei Nikolaus von Kues und Simon Fidati 
Gerson," pp. 371-390). 

^35 Tübingen, UB, Mc. 31, f. 131, L 35-36: "iuxta consuetudinem hactenus ob- 
servatam matres nostrae facultatis theologiae." The candidate “in quolibet libro 
faciendo Principium contra dicta et conclusiones eius vel eorum, qui mecum con- 
currerint legendo, instare," vide WINKELMANN, Urkundenbuch, p. 21, l. 23-25. 
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margin of the sheet, he adds Bartholomew's birthplace: de Traiecto su- 


periori.^4 


Socius Bartholomew of Maastricht 


Bartholomew of Maastricht started reading the Sentences in September 
1429, about six months before Wenck. His real name was Bartholomeus 
Snavel, and he was born between 1380 and 1385 in Ulestraten, a village 
near Maastricht. In June 1400, Bartholomew’s name appeared in the 
list of first-year students of the Faculty of Arts at Heidelberg University. 
Two years later, on January 20, 1402, he obtained his baccalaureate, 
and on April 9, 1404, his license. Thanks to his brilliant academic 
results, Bartholomew earned the assignment of one of the introductory 
courses in logic at the same faculty, which had only twenty-five teachers 
at that time." After, Bartholomew was chief of the faculty of arts in 
the summer semester of 1408 and the winter semester of 1414-15. He 
then served as rector^? of his college in 1412-13 and 1419-20. 


^' Tübingen, UB, Mc. 31, ff. 138r, l. 7-8; f. 141r, l. 33-35. Wenck's Principia, 
despite still being unpublished, have occasionally been mentioned in some arti- 
cles; for example, HAUBST, *Wenck, Johannes," col. 846 reported that Wenck 
would have rejected “nominalist Bartholomew’s thesis," according to which God, 
because of his absolute power, can share the power to also create with creatures. 
A reference to the Wenck-Bartholomew debate is also in BANTLE, “Nikolaus 
Magni de Jawor und Johannes Wenck," pp. 562-563. See: A.L. GABRIEL, The 
Paris studium. Robert of Sorbonne and his legacy. Interuniversitary exchange 
between the German, Cracow and Lowvain universities and that of Paris in the 
late medieval and humanistic period, Frankfurt am Main 1992, p. 128 (original 
publication: “ Via antiqua and via moderna and the Migration of Paris Students 
and Masters to the German Universities in the Fifteenth Century," 1974). In 
this work, the author argued that Wenck’s Principia on the Sentences had a 
Thomistic orientation and that Wenck had a relevant role in spreading the real- 
ist position in Heidelberg. 
R. Haass, “Bartholomäus von Maastricht," in Neue Deutsche Biographie, 1 
(1953), col. 610-611. 
^9 RITTER, Die Heidelberger Universität, Heidelberg 1936, vol. 1, p. 315. 
T. MEIJKNECHT, Bartholomeus von Maastricht (f 1446) monnik en conciliarist. 
Met een enventarisatie van zijn nagelaten geschriften en een krit. uitg. van het 
traktaat ‘Victus modestia, Assen 1982, p. 2. 
^5 Cod. Heidelberg, Universitätsarchiv, UAH M1. T. Meijknecht reports that, in 
this period, as a master of arts, Bartholomew awarded an academic degree to 
at least twenty-nine students. However, he later remained in contact with only 
two of them, with whom he shared the Netherlands as the country of origin: 
Johannes Vogel of Roermond and Henricus van Diest — see footnote above. He 
kept contact only with them, probably due to his controversial character, which 
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In 1426 Bartholomew entered the Cistercian Order at the nearby 
Maulbronn Monastery. This life choice also emerged in the works he 
composed in that period, most of which were of a devotional genre 
However, Bartholomew had already prepared for this existential turn- 
ing point in previous years. Concurrently with teaching, as soon as he 
graduated in the arts, he also completed his studies in theology. Bartho- 
lomew obtained his baccalaureate in 1420 under the guidance of Wilhelm 
Eppenbach. Then, in 1428, he was baccalaureus cursor with Nicholas of 
Jawor and finished his reading of the Sentences on February 14, 1482, 
alongside Wenck. 

It is remarkable that both John and Bartholomew were pupils of Ni- 
cholas of Jawor. Therefore, should we believe that they had the same 
ideas in theology and that these were derived ipso facto from the teach- 
ing of their common master? The question prompts varied and layered 
responses. However, we cannot examine all of them here. Meanwhile, it 
will help us at least understand the general scheme of doctrinal orienta- 
tions in Heidelberg in the first half of the fifteenth century. 

As we said before, Nicholas of Jawor is today still considered the 
founder of the tritum iter in Heidelberg. Nevertheless, Bartholomew was 
not a follower of the antiqui doctores as his master was. As Bartholomew 
himself declares in his brocards and early lectures on the Appellationes, 
he followed doctrines of masters like John Buridan, Henry Totting of 
Oyta, and Marsilius of Inghen, i.e., he worked within the “path of the 
moderns,” which in Heidelberg was also called via marsiliana.?? There- 
fore, it is not surprising that Bartholomew as student elaborated two 


led him to change the monastic habit several times and to open disputes with 

many of his colleagues, such as Dionysius of Rykel. 

An example is the text from the incipit Ad devocionem excitandam ipsi presbitero 

(1427), in Kopenhagen, Kongelige Bibliothek, N y kgl. Saml. 2911 4°, f. 67v-T1v 

or the other one with the incipit Ad obtemperandum votis humilum ad preconium 

humilitatis, in Kopenhagen, Kongelige Bibliothek, N y kgl. Saml. 2911 4 °, fol. 
87r-100r. 

50 "Tübingen, UB, Mc. 31, f. 137r, L 26. Bartholomew's lecture on Marsilius 
of Inghen’s Appellationes was copied in a code currently present in the Wis- 
senschaftliche Bibliothek in Erfurt and cataloged as ms. CA 4o 277, ff. 131r-135r. 
I am currently working on this text and will soon publish a paper with its 
transcription. For a brief history of the via marsiliana in Heidelberg, see RIT- 
TER, Heidelberger Universität, p. 33f and G. RITTER, Studien zur Spátscholastik, 
(Sitzungsberichte der Heidelberger Akademie der Wissenschaften, Philosophisch- 
historische Klasse, 1921/4), vol. I: Marsilius von Inghen und die okkamistis- 
che Schule in Deutschland, Heidelberg 1921; for a bibliographic panorama, see: 
D. Warz, “Die Rezeption der Werke des Marsilius von Inghen in Heidelberg 
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brocards on the Sentences concerning two specific topics, which allowed 
him to recall the doctrines of the moderns, i.e., the communicability of 
divine power to creatures and the eternity of the world.?! 


Bartholomew’s brocards 


First, let us briefly examine the definition of “brocard.” Bartholomew 
himself claims to formulate “brocardica” and then Wenck also repeats 
this in Principium I (duo brocardiciva que praefatus magister, f. 131). 
The term brocardum is surprising for us, since it is neither widespread in 
the commentaries on the Sentences nor in the Principia. The brocards 
belong to a genre used almost only in law schools and university faculties 
of law for educational purposes. A brocard is a formulation of a general 
principle in the form of a maxim and exposes a set of laws or a general 
juridical principle. In brocards, sometimes counterarguments follow the 
formulation of the principle, which are then also followed by conclusions, 
which should dissipate doubts on the discussed topic — but sometimes 
these are not present, as if to underline the antinomic nature of some 
themes.?? 

'The genre of brocards was developed by the glossators of the Justinian 
Corpus during the twelfth century in Northern Italy; while initially the 
brocards appeared in the manuscripts like notes in the margin of the 
text, they were later transcribed autonomously.? As Bartholomew did 


im Spiegel der altesten Heidelberger Bibliothekskataloge,” in Philosophie und 
Theologie des ausgehenden Mittelalters, ed. HOENEN, BAKKER, pp. 259-288. 
MEIJKNECHT, Bartholomeus von Maastricht, p. 5 mentions a speech that Bartho- 
lomew would have given in Heidelberg in 1433, in which he would have formu- 
lated the nominalistic doctrine of “pactum.” Meijknecht was referring to the fact 
that Bartholomew, in the closing section of the text, distinguished between two 
kinds of “obedience:” in one sense, obedience is what every human being owes 
to his superior; in another, more general sense, it is to satisfy the desires of oth- 
ers, whoever they are. For Bartholomew, in this way “Deus obtemperat nostris 
votis si nos obtemperavimus eius preceptis" Meijknecht argues that this would 
be an allusion to the doctrine of potentia ordinate, which he says can be found 
in William of Ockham's and Gabriel Biel’s works. Unfortunately, Meijknecht 
does not elaborate further on this intuition. However, this theory confirms that 
Bartholomew remains in the theological tradition of the moderns, even if he 
does not integrally follow Ockham or Biel, but is instead oriented on Marsilian 
theology. 

S. KUTTNER, “Réflexions sur les brocards des glossateurs," in Mélanges Joseph 
de Ghellinck, vol. 2, Gembloux 1951, pp. 767-792, in part. pp. 790-791. 

S. RICCOBONO, “Brocardica,” in Novissimo Digesto Italiano, vol. 2, Torino 1958, 
pp. 583-584 claims that the term “brocard” probably derives from the Italian 
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not study law, the reasons that led him to use that term remain unknown 
to us. A further element of perplexity is constituted by the fact that we 
do not know of uses of the term in the theological faculties. However, it 
is important to note that the text Bartholomew and then Wenck define 
as a brocard does not reflect what the juridic tradition had identified as 
such, not even considering the argumentative structure. 

In fact, Bartholomew technically formulates not two brocards, but 
only two maxims, which he then supports with brief arguments not 
even formulated by himself but extrapolated from his main source, as I 
will show. Significantly, in the second brocard, Bartholomew mentions 
the generic term dictum, using it as a synonym of brocard. So, we 
can assume that Bartholomew utilized the term “brocard” in a non- 
technical way, thereby indicating a mere brief maxim, which can be 
easily remembered as a “dictum.” These are his two dicta: 


1) Creatio est creature communicabilis de potentia Dei absoluta, prout 
creatio dicit productionem alicuius ex nichilo et nullo presupponito 
quantum est ex parte producti; 


2) Quamvis mundum vel aliam rem creatam fuisse ab eterno pro nunc 
est impossibile, adhuc tamen tale ‘fuisse ab eterno’ non includit 
repugnantiam per se et absolute. 


We have evidence of such brocards from Bartholomew in a note in Tübin- 
gen, UB, Mc. 31, but at f. 137r, the text appears anonymous. The hand 
that transcribed the brocards is the same one that copied an anonymous 
letter in the verse of the same f. 137 in the Tübingen manuscript. I have 
established that it was Bartholomew mostly because Wenck quoted the 
brocards mentioned above in his Principia in Books I-II of the Sentences 
and explicitly attributes the paternity to Bartholomew. 

Secondly, there are clues in the brocards themselves and in the manu- 
script to sustain the authorship. For instance, in the conclusion of the 
second brocard, the author first deems sufficient what has been said. 
Then, he addresses the reader in the second plural person. He states 
that, if they wanted to have a third brocard, address more complex and 


transliteration of the name of the bishop of Worms *Burchardus," who seems 
to have been used to formulating brief maxims, or perhaps from the Greek 
^protarchica," which indicated the most general principles. Pillio da Medic- 
ina established the canons of this genre in a work entitled Libellus disputatorius; 
however, it is only with Ottone da Pavia that the “brocard” was elaborated 
independently of the commented text. 
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obscure topics (umbra et difficilia), or did not have Lombard's text with 
them in Helpronna presentem, then they should reach him ad Heydelber- 
gum. Here, they in una nocte colligetis contra me tot rationes (f. 137v). 

Before proposing an interpretation of these lines, let us consider as a 
further addition the mentioned letter on the verse of Sheet 137 where 
the brocards were transcribed. This letter helps us collect information 
concerning the hand that transcribed the brocards since it is written 
by the same hand that copied them. In it, the sender turns to his 
reverende magister et pater preamande (f. 137v), complaining that he 
has not been able to read what he calls “the second" document. This 
is an interesting testimony of the material exchange between the socii 
to prepare the public debate. Consequently, he has started reading the 
“third” document only recently. 

'The author of the letter defends himself, stating that other commit- 
ments had occupied him: someone by the name of Gerardus had sub- 
mitted to him a valde difficilem (f. 137v) chapter on the incarnation to 
which he should perhaps respond in the future (ad quem deberem sibi 
respondere fortassis in adventu, f. 137v), and adds that “pro nunc apud 
nos in monasterio est dominus decanus in Gundelfinghen et m[agister] 
Wernherus, Urach conventum, suis cum duobus dominis, qui etiam me, 
in parte non modica, impediverunt.” (f. 137v) Therefore, the letter came 
from a monastery, and some important masters had been visiting it in 
those days, like Wernherus Knaebler de Urach.°{ 

Based on these annotations, I propose the hypothesis that Bartho- 
lomew, who was based in Heidelberg while he was reading the Sen- 
tences, sent a letter with the brocards’ text to the Cistercian monastery 
of Maulbronn, which he had entered in 1426, perhaps as a testimony 
of the work he himself was doing at the university. Maulbronn is near 
the monastery of Heilbronn, another thing Bartholomew mentioned in 
the brocard.?? The author of the brocards finally invites those intellec- 
tually curious Cistercian brothers to join and discuss with him at the 
University of Heidelberg. 


9?* D. DRÜLL, Heidelberger Gelehrtenlexikon 1386-1651, pp. 546-547. Wernherus 
enrolled in Heidelberg in 1405. He was later licentiate as baccalaureus and taught 
at the Faculty of Arts in Vienna starting from the WS 1410-11. 

In the Tübingen, UB, Mc. 31, ff. 102r-108r (in Latin) and 130r-136r (in Ger- 
man, written by Wenck), a letter sent to Heilbronn is also copied from some 
Bohems named Procob, Smohors, Koranda, Savisz, Smolich, Fasciculus rerum 
expetendarum et fugiendarum, ed. O. GRATIUS, London 1690, t. II, pp. 632-636. 
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To the current state of our knowledge, it is not possible to know 
in what circumstances and who copied Bartholomew's brocards in our 
manuscript, since there are no other traces of the handwriting of the 
copyist elsewhere in the same codex; maybe it belongs to a Cistercian 
brother of Bartholomew or to one of his socii in Heidelberg, who may 
have copied the texts and thus made them available to Wenck. However, 
the sole piece of evidence at this time is that Wenck handled this same 
Sheet 137 in the drafting phase of his Principia. This is shown not 
only by Wenck's use of Bartholomew's brocards in his own texts, but 
also by the fact that that sheet in the margins is enriched by numerous 
notes in Wenck's handwriting with quotations of Bonaventure and with 
some diagrams concerning topics traditionally addressed in Lombard's 
Sentences. 


Questions and answers 


Now there is something more important: as already said, Wenck, in his 
Principia, transcribes both Bartholomew’s brocards and places them 
as the object of the dispute." In the meantime, Bartholomew replied 
in suo principio quarti to the arguments that Wenck introduced in the 
Principium in Book I against him.?? Curiously, there is no trace of 


See BANTLE, “Nikolaus Magni de Jawor und Johannes Wenck,” p. 538. 
HAUBST, Studien, p. 34f. showed that a sample of Wenck’s handwriting can 
be surely found in Città del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Pal. Lat. 
600, ff. 67r-69v, where Wenck transcribed a sermon he gave in 1441. This manu- 
script is of particular interest to us because it collects texts by Wenck, his socius 
Bartholomew of Maastricht, Nicholas of Cusa, and a letter of Pope Eugene IV to 
Heidelberg University (1439), even if they all belong to a period subsequent to the 
years 1430-32, which are the object of this research: see ff. 31r-34v: NICOLAUS 
DE CUSA, Tractatus de auctoritate presidendi in concilio generali; ff. 37r—48r: 
BARTHOLOMEUS DE TRAIECTO, Tractatus de potestate ecclesiae; ff. 98r-100v: 
EUGENIUS IV, Epistola ad universitatem Heidelbergensem. 
Also in this case, the procedure follows the university statutes; see WINKELMANN, 
Urkundenbuch, p. 23, 1. 18-31. 
55 Tübingen, UB, Mc. 31, f. 152r, 1. 5-6. Wenck himself writes the following note at 
the bottom of f. 151v: "laudabilium virorum vestigia secuturus divino me ad hoc 
/ opitulante suffragio, brevissime duo, in presenti actu / habeo peragere. Prima 
thema meum solitum iterato / insumere et introducere. Secundo infrasumptum 
thema / materie huius secundi libri Sententiarum applicare, implicationes ma- 
gistri / mei, magistri Bartholomei de Traiecto superiori, nunc / in suo principio 
contra me factas insumere et iuxta / posse dissolvere, cum annexa gratiarum 
actione / omnipotenti Deo creatori meo, vobis quoque magistris et dominis / 
meis, qui dignati fuistis, hunc actum vestris presentiis / exornare. Quantum 
igitur ad primum: Origine omnis / cognitionis et gratie, fontem videlicet omnis 
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this reply in the Tübingen manuscript. We therefore know that, while 
Wenck was reading Book I of the Sentences, Bartholomew was begin- 
ning to read the fourth book, and that in his Principium on Book IV he 
answered Wenck's objections formulated in his first Principium. Here, 
Wenck discussed with Bartholomew the questio *utrum studium div- 
inarum litterarum sit in profectum et salutem animarum."?? 

However, starting from Bartholomew's answers, Wenck formulates the 
second part of his Principium to the second book of the Sentences. In 
that folium, he also discussed the questio ^utrum Deus, qui est origo re- 
rum, sit et finis earundem" (f. 152r). Analyzing Wenck's answers in his 
Principium on Book II enables us to highlight at least a part of Bartho- 
lomew's first replies to Wenck. Even if we do not have Bartholomew's 
reply, we have the arguments that Wenck used to defend himself against 
the accusations of the magistri mei, magistri Bartholomei de Traiecto 
superiori (f. 152r). 

Wenck illustrates the structure of Bartholomew's reply, stating that 
he (f. 152r): 


1) primo solvit rationes meas, quas feci contra dicta sua, 


2) secundo nititur probare quod insufficienter solveri, et non satis fe- 
cerim motis suis pro confirmatione suorum dictorum adductis; 


3) tertio replicat de novo contra dicta mea, que posui in questione 
prima primi Sententiarum. 


Wenck then claims the structure of his speech: in statements (posi- 
tiones), arguments (rationes) and replies (replicas). In the table at- 
tached as Appendix II, we have represented the writings! aforementioned 
structure, aligning Bartholomew's arguments in f. 137r with the same 
ones Wenck formulated in his Principium on Book I of the Sentences. 
Finally, I identified some textual traces of Bartholomew's Principium in 
Wenck's Principium in Book II. 


boni trinitatem / scilicet benedictam, cuius hodie festivitas ab Ecclesia colitur / 
sic in meum invoco auxilium peragendorum. / In nomine patris et filii et spiritus 
sancti.” 

59 "Tübingen, UB, Mc. 31, f. 140v, l. 40-41. BANTLE, “Nikolaus Magni und Jo- 
hannes Wenck," pp. 561-562 highlights that, for Thomas Aquinas, the study 
of Scripture was adequate to understand the customs in the Church, while the 
moderns disagreed with this. 
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Doctrinal aspects of the Wenck-Bartholomew confrontation 


We will now discuss the two main topics that have been the object 
of controversy between Bartholomew and Wenck: the doctrines of the 
eternity of the world (a) and the divine power and the creation of the 
world (b). We will underline the main doctrinal aspects for each of 
them and bring out the arguments of metaphysical interest elaborated 
by both. 


a) The hypothesis of the eternity of the world (brocard no. 2) 


In analyzing Bartholomew's brocards and his debate with Wenck, we will 
start with the second one, which concerns the hypothesis of the world's 
eternity.9? Bartholomew affirms that it is consistent from a mere logical 
point of view to claim that the world could be eternal. But at the same 
time, it is impossible to say that this really happens here and now (pro 
nunc). Bartholomew adds that he formulated this theory on the logical 
legitimacy of the hypothesis of an eternal world following the doctrines 
of the master Yainricum de Oyta (f. 142r). The same formula in the 
brocard is reproduced verbatim from Henry of Oyta’s Questions on the 
Sentences, as shown in the following pattern: 


DI Concerning this topic, see O. PLUTA, Kritiker der Unsterblichkeitsdoktrin in Mit- 


telalter und Renaissance (Bochumer Studien zur Philosophie, 7), Amsterdam 
1986. On Oyta’s position, see pp. 46 and 96f. Oyta also wrote introductions 
and commentaries on Aristotelian logic; see HEINRICH TOTTING VON OYTA, 
Schriften zur Ars vetus, ed. H. BERGER, München, 2015. On the relationship 
between logic and theology in Oyta, see A. MAIERU, "Logica aristotelica e teolo- 
gia trinitaria. Enrico Totting da Oyta," in Studi sul XIV secolo in memoria di 
Anneliese Maier, ed. A. MAIERU, A. PARAVICINI BAGLIANI (Raccolta di studi e 
testi 151), Roma 1981, pp. 481-512. On his Sentences commentary, see recently: 
H. BERGER, *Henry Totting of Oyta and his Quaestiones Sententiarum," in The 
Rise of am Academic Elite: Deans, Masters, and Scribes at the University of 
Vienna before 1400, ed. M. BRiNZEI (Studia Sententiarum, 6), Turnhout 2022, 
pp. 155-177, esp. p. 160, where he explains that “Totting is among those late 
medieval scholars who as artists are rather progressive, i.e., nominalistic scholars, 
whereas as theologians they are rather conservative. 28 In one of his questions 
on Porphyry, Totting reports and rejects Duns Scotus's view of universals as one 
of ‘aliqui antiquorum logicorum,’ viz. that a natura communis is ‘contracted’ by 
a differentia individuals to an individual, such as the common natura humana is 
contracted by the Sorteitas to the individual man Socrates. In contrast to that, 
Totting advocates the view that universals are signs.” 


HENRICUS TOTTING DE 
OYTA, 

Questiones s. II Sent., 
q. 11, a. 2, Münich, BS, 
Clm 17468, f. 184rb-va 


BARTOLOMAEUS DE 
TRAIECTO, 

Brocardae duae ad IT 
Sent. 

Tübingen, UB, Mc. 31, 
f. 137r 


John Wenck's Principia 


JOHANNES WENCK, 
Principium ad I Sent., 
Tübingen, UB, Mc. 31, 
f. 141v 


Conclusio: Quamvis Secundum dictum posui Secundum dictum quod 
mundum, vel aliam in conclusione tertia prefatus magister meus 
rem creatam, fuisse eiusdem articuli quod posuit in conclusione 
ab eterno sit pro nunc quamvis mundum, vel tertia eiusdem articuli 
impossibile, tamen alam rem creatam, erat istud: quamvis 
aliquid tale fuisse ab fuisse ab eterno, pro mundum, vel aliam 
eterno non includit nunc est impossibile, rem creatam, fuisse 


repugnantiam per se 


adhuc tamen tale ‘fuisse 


ab eterno pro nunc 


et absolute. [...] ab eterno’ non includit est impossibile, adhuc 
Prima pars patet, quia repugnantiam per se tamen tale ‘fuisse ab 
eius opponitum ‘pro et absolute”. Prima eterno’ non includit 
nunc’ est necessarium pars patet, quia eius repugnantiam per se 
eo quod transivit opponitum est ‘pro et absolute. Prima 
in preteritum. L..] nunc necessarium pars patet, quia eius 
repugnaret creature eo quod transivit in opponitum ‘pro nunc’ 
secundum se, vel in preteritum. Secundam est necessarium eo quod 
ordine ad agens. partem sic declaravit transivit in preteritum. 
Non primum, quia de  insequendo magistrum ` Secundam partem sic 
ratione creature tria Hanricum de  Oeyta, declaravit insequendo 
sunt, | scilicet ‘quod quia vel repugnaret magistrum  Hanricum 
sit ens’, et ‘quod sit creature secundum se, de  Oeyta, quia vel 
productum ab alio, et vel in ordine ad agens. repugnaret creature 


‘quod sit de nichilo? Non primum, quia de secundum se, vel in 

Saltim quantum ad ratione creature tria ordine ad agens. 

ultimam ` resolutionem ` sunt, scilicet ‘quod Non primum, quia de 
sit ens, et ‘quod sit ratione creature tria 
productum ab alio, et sunt, scilicet ‘quod 
‘quod sit de nichilo? sit ens’, et ‘quod sit 


Saltim quantum ad productum ab alio, et 
ultimam resolutionem, ‘quod sit de nichilo’ 
probationem ulteriorem Saltim quantum ad 
dereliquit. ultimam resolutionem, 


probationem ulteriorem 
dereliquit. 


Henry Totting of Oyta discusses, in the second article of his eleventh 
quaestio in Book II, the possibilitas eternalis productionis ad extra: 
whether the world must have a temporal beginning, or whether it is 
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possible, because it is not contradictory, to postulate according to the 
teaching of Aristotle the hypothesis of a world without a beginning — a 
perpetual world.9! This question only concerns the theoretical possi- 
bility of divine creation, since Henry does not intend to describe how 
the world was really made. God, with his absolute power, freely chose 
to create our world and how to do it, so he made the world as it is. 
Therefore, understanding whether this possibility of an eternal world is 
contradictory is concerned with mere theoretical speculation. But why 
this is so important for Henry and Bartholomew? 

According to the metaphysical tradition established on Ockham's doc- 
trine, God can accomplish anything he wants as long as he does not fall 
into contradiction. Both Oyta and Bartholomew answer this question 
by stating that, currently, there is no eternal creature. However, they 
claimed that, if God wanted to create such a creature, he could do it 
since the hypothesis of an eternal world is not contradictory from a log- 
ical point of view.9? So, Bartholomew confirms his alignment with the 
“modern” theologians.®? At the same time, he marks his distance from 


61 See München, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, Clm 8867, ff. 210rb-234rb; Clm 
17468, ff. 178va-190vb and Clm 18364, ff. 148ra-168rb. See A. LANG, Heinrich 
Totting von Oyta. Ein Beitrag zur Entstehungsgeschichte der ersten deutschen 
Universitäten und zur Problemgeschichte der Spätscholastik, (Beitráge zur Ge- 
schichte der Philosophie und Theologie des Mittelalters 32, 3), Münster 1937, 
pp. 196-201, who consecrated a paragraph at p. 197 on Oyta's quaestio 11, illus- 
trating, albeit briefly, the theological reflections of the master Oyta concerning 
the doctrine of the world's divine creation and pointing out some of his sources. 
Lang emphasizes that, for Oyta, this doctrine does not concern only the the- 
ologians but also the philosophers, who elaborate their own positions through 
natural reason. 

LANG, Heinrich Totting von Oyta, p. 197; see HENRICUS DE OYTA, In II Sent., 
q. 11 a. 1 concl. 3, Ms fol. 180rb, l. 2-8: “Quamvis non sit communicabile 
creaturae posse creare primo modo, scilicet praecise sue virtuti innitendo nec 
sit ei communicatum secundo modo de potentia ordinata, nulla tamen videtur 
prohibere repugnantia eam posse creare secundo modo, hoc est aliquid producere 
nullum Principium materiale illius productionis supponendo.” 

For a general overview on this specific topic, see the volume: The Eternity 
of the World in the Thought of Thomas Aquinas and his contemporaries, ed. 
J.B.M. WissINK (Studien und Texte zur Geistesgeschichte des Mittelalters, 27), 
Leiden 1990; R.C. DALES, Medieval Discussions of the Eternity of the World 
(Brill's Studies in Intellectual History, 18), Leiden 1990, reconstructs the history 
of the topic from Eriugena to the fourteenth century, also distinguishing, con- 
cerning the latter century, the answers formulated in Oxford and Paris; for a 
conceptual analysis of the doctrine of the eternity of the world in the thirteenth 
century, see L. BIANCHI, L'errore di Aristotele: la polemica contro l'eternità 
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the Scotists, who did not worry about logical contradictions, since, from 
their point of view, God could and can do everything. 

Wenck replies to Bartholomew, affirming that this hypothesis is con- 
tradictory even if considered only in itself. For Wenck, if it were possible 
for the world to be eternal, then the following would be the case: 


1) It wouldn't be contradictory to be simultaneously eternal and cre- 
ated, either concerning oneself nor the agent. 

2) An eternal creature would no longer be a creature by the definition 
of creatura.9^ Then God would no longer be the creator of the 
world and the world would not be created. 


Wenck therefore concludes that solum Deum fore eternum (contra se- 
cundum dictum eiusdem) and that the hypothesis of an eternal world 
cannot even exist as a potentiality. Therefore, he insists on the onto- 
logical difference between God and creatures. Nevertheless, Wenck does 
not proceed further in refuting the ideas Bartholomew developed in this 
brocard and prefers to consider the first one. 


b) The divine power and the creation of the world (brocard 
no. 1) 


Wenck states that Bartholomew formulated the first of his two brocards 
while he was reading Book II of Sentences? In the reading process, 
he had to wonder if God may have communicated his creative power to 
the creature. Unlike the previous case, Bartholomew does not high- 
light any source, nor does Wenck by commenting on this text. However, 
reading the brocard texts, it seems that Bartholomew was answering a 
common question in Book II, as others before him for example asked: 
Utrum potentia creandi possit communicari alicui creature, ita quod pos- 
sit creare or, that is the same: Utrum Deus potuit communicare creature 
potentia creandi and so on by similar terms." 


del mondo nel XIII secolo (Pubblicazioni della Facoltà di Lettere e Filosofia 
dell'Università degli Studi di Milano, 104), Firenze 1984. 
64 Tübingen, UB, Mc. 31, f. 142r, l. 5-6. Wenck reminds that there are only three 
kinds of creatures: “ ‘quod sit ens,’ ac ‘quod sit producta ab alio’ ac ‘quod sit de 
nichilo;’” but not eternal creatures. 
Tübingen, UB, Mc. 31, f. 141r, 1. 38: “primum, quod posuit in secunda conclu- 
sione questionis prime, II Sententiarum" 
Tübingen, UB, Mc. 31, f. 131,1. 38. See THOMAS DE AQUINO, In I Sententiarum, 
dist. 43, q. I, a. 2, ed. R.P. MANDONNET, P. LETHIELLEUX, t. 1, Paris 1929, 
pp. 984-987. 
See Magister Petrus de Walse (fourteenth century, Vienna): Utrum potentia cre- 
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For instance, John Capreolus addressed this same question in his com- 
mentary on Book II of the Sentences.® In his reply, he first referred to 
'Thomas Aquinas's conclusions, mostly quoting his De Potentia Dei, q. 3, 
art. 4 and his Commentary on the Sentences, Book I.9? Thomas Aquinas 
denied that divine power or the virtue to create was communicable to 
human beings and therefore that it was really communicated, since hu- 
mans do not create, but they “do,” modeling already existing matter. 
Then Aquinas introduced the concept of “passive creation" to describe 
the making of Man: the *passive" doings of humans (factio) are not 
comparable to the “active” creation carried out by God (creatio)."0 


andi sit communicabilis creature, in Basel, UB, A X 44, ff.7v-9r. Question dis- 
cussed by A. BAUMGARTEN, L. GRIJAC, *Quelibet creatura est creativa. Traces 
of Petrus Schad de Walse's theological debates in Vienna at the end of the 14'^ 
century," in The Rise of am Academic Elite: Deans, Masters, and Scribes at 
the University of Vienna before 1400, ed. M. BRÎNZEI (Studia Sententiarum, 
6), Turnhout 2022, pp. 461-508. This quaestio was also the topic of a sig- 
nificant quantity of quodlibeta in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries; see 
C. SCHABEL (ed.), Theological Quodlibeta in the Middle Ages: The Fourteenth 
Century, (Brill’s Companions to the Christian Tradition, 7), Leiden 2007, p. 480 
(Bernardus de Trilia), p. 577 (Petrus Anglicus) and p. 713 (Henry of Ghent, 
Gerard of Abbeville, Roger Marston, Giles of Rome, Hervaeus Natalis, James of 
Ascoli, Robert Walsingham, John of Naples, and William of Ockham). 
JOHANNES CAPREOLUS, In II Sententiarum, dist. 1, q. 3, ed. RR. PP. C. PABAN, 
T. PEGUES, t. 3, Turonibus 1902, p. 84. 

Thomas Aquinas discussed the same topic in distinctio number 43 of his com- 
mentary on Book I of the Sentences. Generally speaking, the group of dis- 
tinctiones 42-44 of Aquinas’s work represented a privileged secondary literature 
for Sentences commentators during the fourteenth century, including William of 
Ockham. THOMAS DE AQUINO, In I Sententiarum, dist. 43, q. 1, a. 2 (Utrum 
omnipotentia Dei possit communicari creaturae), for ex. see arg. 1, l. 1-5, ed. 
R.P. MANDONNET, P. LETHIELLEUX, t. 1, Paris 1929, pp 984-985: “videtur 
quod omnipotentia Dei creature communicari possit. Omnipotentia enim Dei 
non est dignior quam sua bonitas. Sed bonitas eius communicatur creaturis. 
Ergo et omnipotentia" For a panorama on the history of the interpretations of 
potentia ordinata and potentia absoluta in the late Middle Ages, see E. RANDI, 
Il sovrano e Vorologiaio. Due immagini di Dio nel dibattito sulla "potentia Dei 
absoluta” fra XIII e XIV secolo, (Università degli studi di Milano. Pubblicazioni 
della Facoltà di Lettere e Filosofia, 121, 11), Firenze 1987; W.J. COURTENAY, 
Capacity and Volition. A History of the Distinction of Absolute and Ordained 
Power (Quodlibet: ricerche e strumenti di filosofia medievale, 8), Bergamo 1990. 
See THOMAS DE AQUINO, Summae theologiae, prima pars, q. 65, a. 3, corpus, 
1. 20, ed. Leonina, t. 12, Roma 1906, p. 60: “creatio autem est productio alicuius 
rei secundum suam totam substantiam, nullo praesupposito quod sit vel increa- 
tum vel ab aliquo creatum.” In summary, with “passive creation” in the late 
Middle Ages it is possible to mean the relationship between God and the creature 
from the creature's side, while *active creation" indicates the same relationship 
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John Capreolus summarized some opinions contrary to those of T'ho- 
mas Aquinas, which he — as he declares — would have found in Adam 
Wodeham's commentary on Book IV of the Sentences. We note a rele- 
vant number of textual affinities between these passages from Capreolus 
copying Wodeham and Bartholomew's first brocard. 7! Moreover, I have 
identified the same passage quoted by Capreolus in Wodeham’s Ozford 
Lectures, a hitherto unpublished work, by consulting a specimen that is 
found in Bruges, Ms. 172. So it is evident that Bartholomew’s position 
is rooted in Wodeham's text, but we do not know whether he quoted it 
by directly reading his work or through the mediation of others. 

Henry Totting of Oyta drew up an Abbreviatio of Adam's Oxford Lec- 
tures. Abbreviations or summaries were usually for didactic use and 
circulated above all in university contexts. So, this text, unpublished to 
date, is present in some manuscripts scattered throughout Europe and 
conserved in libraries related to the university centers of the fourteenth 
and fifteenth centuries." Among them, we are privileged with the copy 


but considered from God's side. See L. SIGNORET, “La création passive dans le 
Commentaire des Sentences de saint Thomas d' Aquin (In II Sent., d. 1, q. 1, a. 2). 
Contribution à l'histoire d'un débat médiéval," Revue des sciences philosophiques 
et théologiques 102/1 (2018), pp. 3-35. See GUILLELMUS DE OCKHAM, Summa 
logicae, pars 1, c. 51, 1. 194 and GUALTERUS DE CHATTON, Reportatio super Sen- 
tentias, 1. II, distinctio 1, q. 2: “an creatio activa sit possibilis" (art. 1, par. 3, 
p. 27, l. 18). 

JOHANNES CAPREOLUS, In II Sententiarum, dist. 1, q. 3, ed. RR.PP.C. PABAN — 
T. PÈGUES, t. 3, Turonibus 1902, p. 95°-b: *quidam alii, ut ponit Adam, 4. 
Sentent., dist. 1 (q. 1)”. A little further on he transmits the mentioned passage 
from Adam: “non enim oportet quod sit infinita, quia aut hoc esset ratione 
termini producti, aut ratione modi producendi, aut ratione productionis, aut 
ratione distantiae inter terminum a quo et terminum ad quem. - Sed primum 
non impedit, nec exigit infinitatem; quia omnis terminus creationis est finitus. 
- Nec secundum ; cum omnis modus creationis sit finitus, cum sit aliquid extra 
Deum. - Nec tertium ; quia ipsa creatio est finita, cum sit ipsamet creatura 
[...] Nec quartum; quia nulla est ibi distantia, nec positiva, nec privativa; nec 
negativa, si qua ibi sit distantia, taxanda est, nisi secundum finitatem termini. 
[...] Quia nulla apparet contradictio, quod Deus vellet aliquid esse active a 
creatura, sine passo.” 

Reference to the Lectura Ade super quartum Sentenciarum, also manuscripts in 
Paris, Bibliothéque Mazarine 915; Città del Vaticano, Vat. lat. 1110 and Vat. 
lat. 955. See W.J. COURTENAY, Adam Wodeham. An Introduction to His Life 
and Writings, (Studies in Medieval and Reformation Thought 21), Leiden 1978, 
pp. 186-187. 

Henry Totting de Oyta composed the Abbreviatio Lecturae Oxoniensis Adae 
de Wodeham between 1373 and 1378, probably in Prague or perhaps in Paris. 
G. List, G. POWITZ (ed.), Die Handschriften der Stadtbibliothek Mainz, vol. 1, 
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in Mainz, Wissenschaftliche Stadtbibliothek, I 53a due to the proximity 
of this library to the University of Heidelberg. Furthermore, according 
to the authors of the library catalogue, the second notebook of the codex 
I 53a, in which Oyta's text was copied, is dated to the second quarter of 
the fifteenth century — that is, when Bartholomew and Wenck had read 
the Sentences. We have found the same textual passage of Wodeham, 
quoted by Bartholomew, also in the Oyta's Abbreviatio. Since Oyta was 
the source of the second brocard, it seems to us realistic that Bartho- 
lomew had read Oyta's text and considered it while formulating his first 


brocard. 


ADAM WODEHAM, 
Lectura | super quar- 
tum Sententiarum, in: 
Bruges, BM, Ms. 172, 
2va, l. 2-8 


creatura non 


oportet quod sit 
infinita, quia aut hoc 
esset ratione termini 


producti, aut ratione 
modi producendi, aut 
ratione productionis, 


HENRICUS TOTTING DE 
OvTA, Abbreviatio Lec- 
turae Oxoniensis Adae 
de Wodeham, in: Mainz, 
Wissenschaftliche Stadt- 


BARTOLOMAEUS DE 
TRAIECTO,  Brocardae 
duae ad secundum li- 
brum Sententiarum, in: 
Tübingen, UB, Mc. 31, 


aut ratione  distantie 


bibliothek, Hs. I 53a, f. 137r, 1. 10-13 

f. 72v, 1. 1-9 

Primum, omnis virtus Non primum, quia se ar- 
est communicabilis ` gueretur infinita vel hoc 
creature quam non esset ratione termini 
oportet esse infinitam producti aut ratione 
sed virtutem creati-  productionis passive 
vam non oportet esse aut ratione  distantie 
infinitam, quia aut hoc inter ‘terminum à 
esset ratione termini quo’ et ‘terminum 


inter terminum a quo 


producti aut ratione 


ad quem’ aut ratione 


et terminum ad quem. modi producendi aut modi producendi; non 
Oportet primum non ratione productionis primum eo quod omnis 
impedit hoc, sive non aut ratione distantiae terminus productus 
exigit infinitatem, inter terminum a creationis est finitus. 
quia omnis terminus quo et terminum ad Similiter declaratur 


creationis est finitus, 


quem. Non primum, 


Wiesbaden 1990, p. 113. 


secundam, nec tertiam 


Other copies of Oyta’s Abbreviatio can be found 


at Barcelona, Biblioteca de Catalunya 38; Berlin, Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin, 


Preußischer Kulturbesitz, lat. 


2° 534; Innsbruck, Universitäts- und Landes- 


bibliothek Tirol, 944; Klosterneuburg, Bibliothek des Augustiner Chorherren- 
stiftes, 296; Kraków, Biblioteka Jagiellonska, 1176; 1195; 1197; Paris, Biblio- 
thèque Mazarine, 916; 917; Paris, Bibliothèque Nationale de France, lat. 15893; 
15894; Reims, Bibliothèque d'Etude et du Patrimoine, 504; Rouen, Bibliothèque 
Jacques Villon, A. 285; Toulouse, Médiathèque José Cabanis, 246; 247; Wien, 
Österreichische Nationalbibliothek, 4371; 4708. 


sic cum sit ad extra 
Deum necessarium, quia 
ipsa est finita cum ipsa 
sit creatura [...] Nec 
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quartum; quia nulla 
est ibi distantia, nec 
ponitiva, nec privativa 
sive negativa distantia, 


quia omnis terminus rationem distanctiae, 
productus creationis quia nulla est distantia 
est infinitus. Nec ibi, quoniam taxanda 

secundum, quia om- sit secundum 
nis modus creationis quantitatem termini 


est finitus cum sit 
aliquem extra Deum. 
Nec tertium, quia ipsa 


positivi, qui est finitus. 


si qua sit non est creatio est finita, cum 
taxanda, nisi secundum sit creatura vel ali- 
quantitatem termini quid in creatura. Nec 
positivi. quartum, quia nulla 
est ibi distantia, nec 
ponitiva, nec privativa 
Sive negativa, quoniam 
sit taxanda secundum 


quantitatem termini 

positivi. 
l 26-27: Non apparet 1. 23-24: Non apparet l. 5-6: Quia nulla 
contradictio aliqua contradictio aliqua contradictio vel repug- 


quod Deus vellet active 
aliquid esse a creatura 
sine passo. 


quod Deus vellet active 
aliquid esse a creatura 
Sine passo. 


nantia in hoc, quod 
Deus per suam infinitam 
potentiam et immensam 
bonitatem vellet active 
aliquid fieri a creatura 
sine passo. 


Doctrinally speaking, the two brocards are connected. In his first bro- 
card, Bartholomew expressed the mere possibility of thinking about an 
eternal world; similarly, in this second brocard, he did not intend to 
affirm the actual existence of this possibility-to-be, but only to demon- 
strate that it was possible that God communicated to creatures all his 
power to create. Bartholomew states that creatio est creature commu- 
nicabilis (f. 137r), since it is not contradictory to think that God, per 
suam infinitam potentiam et immensam bonitatem, (f. 137r) wants the 
creature to be able to do something as he can. But, at the same time, 
Bartholomew finds contradictory that in this existing world a creature 
could simultaneously be capable of the same power to create that God 
possesses. 

In fact, a creature that could create in such a way would be infinite. 
It should arise inter terminum a quo et terminum ad quem (f. 137r) of 
the world's creation, that is, as an intermediate “entity” between God 
and the creature. But this would not be possible since omnis terminus 
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productus creationis est finitus (f. 137r), unless such an infinite entity 
that receives the power to create from God would be an extra limites 
creature (f. 137r). The very definition of a creature, as creatures are 
here and now, implies that this possibility cannot exist according to 
the current order. Bartholomew is therefore convinced that God could 
communicate to the creature the power to create according to God's 
potentia absoluta, but at the same time he affirms that this is not given 
by potentia ordinata. 

Nevertheless, it is especially worth noting Bartholomew’s argument: 
from his point of view, a being that would be created and that could 
create would constitute an obstacle to a correct understanding of the 
production of the forma modo naturali de non esse ad esse in materia 
(f. 137r). This way, the infinite distance between the creator who gives 
form (terminum a quo) and the creature who receives (terminum ad 
quem) would instead become subject to a quantitatem termini positivi, 
that is creatures that create, which would be mediators between God 
and the other creatures. Moreover, such intermediate essences would 
be the secondary causes of the world's creation. God would be like a 
creative force that develops his power through such middle terms that 
participate in the creation, as if God fluat ab agente sibi concreante 
(f. 137r): it is a metaphysical scheme that recalls the Liber de causis. 

We need to consider the hypothesis that Bartholomew could have had 
the explicit purpose of attacking a Neoplatonic model of the hierarchi- 
cal universe such as that of Marsilius of Inghen and maybe also of the 
Scotists, such as John of Ripa’s pupils. It is not excluded that doctrinal 
positions similar to these were supported by his socii and masters at 
the Faculty of Theology in Heidelberg.“ Or, he may have addressed his 
charges to Albertists’ contemporaries whom Wenck met in Paris as a 
student in the arts, and thus to Wenck himself, who had engaged in the 
attempt to integrate the Book of Causes in Aristotelian metaphysics.” 


7^ Regarding the affinities between John of Ripa and Marsilius of Inghen on the 


conception of the hierarchical universe, see HOENEN, “Neuplatonismus am Ende 
des 14. Jahrhunderts," esp. p. 177. For a discussion on the school of John of Ripa 
at the end of the fourteenth century, see M. BRINZEI, “Epilogue: Commentaries 
on the Sentences in Paris around 1370,” in Philosophical Psychology in late Me- 
dieval Commentaries on Peter Lombard's Sentences. Actes of the XIVth Annual 
Symposium of the S.I.E.P.M. Nijmegen 28-30 October 2009, ed. M. BRINZEI, 
C. SCHABEL, Turnhout 2020, pp. 407-430, at 426—429. 

To understand Wenck’s reply to Bartholomew, one must remember that in Paris 
he wrote a brief commentary on the Book of Causes, conceived within the Aris- 
totelian corpus, according to the interpretation of Albert the Great; see HAUBST, 
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Perhaps it was no coincidence that Wenck, feeling himself called upon 
by his socius, precisely replied to Bartholomew's first brocard, making 
it the subject of a broad discussion, which begins in the first Principium 
and continues in the second. In fact, Wenck does not answer the question 
posed in the first brocard, but has the exclusive purpose of demolishing 
Bartholomew’s arguments, as he said: contra primum dictum magistri 
mei (f. 142r). It must of course be remembered that this debate arose 
in the context of the practice of the Principia and that it was important 
for Wenck to highlight its dialectical superiority over the socius in this 
section. 

Indeed, in Wenck's opinion, there are no creatures to whom God has 
communicated his power and who have posed themselves as secondary 
causes of creation (f. 142r). But he is not even convinced that, if God 
wanted to communicate all his power and attributes, including goodness, 
to the creature, he could do it. Wenck claims that plenitudine bonitatis 
Dei caperet creatura, et capacitas creature activitanti Dei adequaretur, 
que includunt repugnatiarum mazimas et contradictionum (f. 142r). If 
God expressed himself in the creature, then creatura esset finita et in- 
finita (f. 142r). Nevertheless, Wenck finds this hypothesis unacceptable 
even potentially quia creatio est inter nom esse et esse, inter que est in- 
finita distantia ad quam actio creature non se extendit (f. 142r). Wenck's 
realism appears manifest, and he uses it as a weapon to attack his so- 
cius. At the same time, it is interesting that he in no way defended 
the metaphysics of the De causis: Parisian Albertism seems already far 
from his thoughts. 


Principium ad II librum 


After Wenck’s attack of Bartholomew’s brocards in his Principium on 
Book I, Bartholomew rejected Wenck's statements in suo principio 
(f. 152r). Unfortunately, to date, Bartholomew's text has not been 
found. However, we have evidence of the continuation of the debate: 
later Wenck elaborated his Principium on Book II of the Sentences, 


Johannes Wenck aus Herrenberg als Albertist, pp. 319-320; M. MELIADO, Sapien- 
tia peripatetica. Eimerico di Campo e i percorsi del tardo albertismo, (Dokimion, 
40), Münster 2018, pp. 109-148. M. MELIADO, “Le Questiones super Librum de 
causis attribuite a Johannes Wenck. Concezione, fonti e tradizione manoscritta 
del commento," in Neoplatonism in the Middle Ages. New Commentaries on 
Liber de Causis and Elementatio Theologica, ed. D. CALMA (Studia Artistarum, 
42.2), Turnhout 2016, pp. 225-270. 
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where he presented some counterarguments against Bartholomew’s Prin- 
cipium. Here, Wenck repeated some themes already developed in the 
first Principium: 


a) The possibility that God communicates his creative power; 
b) being and not being in creation; 


c) the doctrine of fluxus entis. 


We will especially highlight Wenck's philosophical arguments. It is inter- 
esting to note that the debate between Wenck and Bartholomew, which 
emerged in the Faculty of Theology, slides more and more on metaphys- 
ical questions that instead seem to have to be the subject of discussion 
in the faculty of arts and not between theologians. However, this shift 
in thematic focus is not surprising, as it also occurred elsewhere in the 
discussion of the Principia.” 


a) The possibility that God communicates his omnipotence to 
creatures 


In his Principium on Book I, Wenck raised an objection to Bartholomew 
from an exegetical point of view: he mentioned the saying of the prophet 
Isaiah, according to which gloriam meam alteri non dabo and concluded 
that Deus igitur creationem creature non communicabit (£. 152v). Now, 
he informs the audience of his Principium on Book II that Bartholomew 
replied to this objection, distinguishing two kinds of divine glory: 


1. in the first way, it is ipsius Dei magnificentia, summa bonitas vel 
nobilitas (f. 152v); if the divine glory is thus regarded, it is God's 
proper one, Deus nulli creature communicare potest (f. 152v). For 
Wenck, this is how Isaiah referred to divine glory; 

2. then secundo modo gloria Dei dicatur sublimis clara et lata fama 
eius, quo summe veneratur ab electis suis (f. 152v). This kind of 
glory is tantum virtutem creativam limitatam et dependentem creature 
communicatam per possibile (f. 152v). 


76 See M. BRÎNZEI, “Principia on the Sentences in the faculty of Theology of 


Bologna: The case of Augustinus Favaroni of Rome, OESA (11443)," Tradi- 
tio 11 (2022), pp. 377-463, see pp. 380-381: “although the debates were held in 
the faculty of theology, the choice of the topics seem to have been free and often 
philosophical issues such as epistemology, causality, and modal logic, which were 
thinly cloaked under a theological title." 
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We must especially emphasize this last point. For Bartholomew, such 
communication does not imply, as he had previously argued, that divine 
glory has been really announced. However, it is without prejudice to the 
hypothesis that a created entity can create to receive the power to create 
and thus itself create other entities. Wenck replies against this argument, 
commenting that defectuosa est sua [Bartholomew’s] solutione (f. 152v) 
and offers three counterarguments: 

a. The creature depends on God. Wenck points out that the question 
utrum creatio sit creature communicabilis does not require a reasoning 
de latria aut cultu Dei, sed de causalitate creature (f. 152v), as it would 
concern the law of nature and only secondly the worship of God. There- 
fore, it is necessary to move from the level of theology to philosophy. 
Wenck explains that, if Bartholomew's hypothesis about the possibility 
of such communication were valid, then the creature, through creation, 
would have received creative power from God. Such power of creation 
in the creature would not be as absolute. It would be a power received 
from God and dependent on him, therefore a limited power. So, it would 
not be the same power to create as God's since it would not be absolute. 

Consequently, such communication is not logically possible, nor can 
Wenck imagine a creature creating another. However, in this case, this 
creation would depend on the second as its creator and not God, who 
is the first creator. Then this “third” creature would be unrelated to 
God. Nevertheless, concludes Wenck, this solution is rejected by faith 
and denied by reason. 

b. The virtue to create. As a second point, he provides further refuta- 
tions to Bartholomew's previous hypothesis. First, Wenck explains that 
Bartholomew's expression “active creation" (creatio activa) indicates, 
from a philosophical point of view, a virtus creativa active (f. 153r). 
Nevertheless, this concept's grammar is contradictory: "creation" is a 
verbal noun, which in Latin ends in “tio,” meaning action or passion, 
not virtue or power, which is about something else in progress, while 
creating is the act itself. 

'This contradiction is not the only one Wenck found in Bartholomew's 
speech. There are others that concern doctrines. For example, com- 
menting on the passage of Isaiah, he affirms that glory is received firstly 
through God's supreme goodness or nobility and that this supreme glory 
cannot be communicated to any creature. Then, he simultaneously af- 
firms that God shares this same glory with the creature according to the 
possibility. This last statement gives rise to the hypothesis that divine 


193 


194 


Andrea FIAMMA 


power can be communicated to creatures. Wenck comments that, by 
doing so, Bartholomew attributes what belongs to God (the absolute 
power of creation) directly to the creature, which in the making does 
not need to aliquo nature fulcimenta (f. 153r). God does not need an 
intermediate creature between himself and the creature — not even hy- 
pothetically. Wenck adds that, in this way, Bartholomew affirms God's 
absolute power but denies the ordered one. However, this last statement 
is wrong since omnis potentia Dei est ordinate, as Bonaventure taught.” 

c. The glory of the creator: Bartholomew concludes that the active 
power of creation, shared by creatures, is not the glory of God itself, 
neither in the first nor second way. Wenck criticized this sentence in 
the Príncipium on Book I. Because of Bartholomew's criticisms on this 
point, Wenck clarifies that he never equated the potentiam activam cre- 
andi to the gloriam Dei. Furthermore, the prophet Isaiah's passage 
confirms that creation, which generates and grows through God's om- 
nipotence, aims for God's glory. 


b) Being and nothing 


Wenck now repeats an argument he already expressed in his Principium 
on Book I: creation leads from non-being to being, between which there 
is an infinite distance. Therefore, to create a creature, the creator must 
have infinite virtue. For this reason, creatures with finite virtue cannot 
create. Once again, Wenck’s theological source is Bonaventure, ® while 
his philosophical counterarguments are instead based on the principles 
of Aristotelian philosophy, which are the following: 

a. The principle of non-contradiction. Bartholomew replies that 
Wenck's argument rests on a falso fundamento for a wrong conception 
of creation. Wenck would believe that creation consists in a movement 
that begins from a terminus a quo, that is, nothing, and comes to a 
terminus ad quem, i.e., being or aliquid. Furthermore, not only is there 
an infinite distance between these terms, but they are also contradic- 
tory. For Bartholomew, the representation of the creation secundum 
strictitudinem veri sermonis is false. 

Wenck defends his doctrine and claims to have relied on a solid founda- 
tion (verissimo et solidissimo), that is, the principle of non-contradiction: 


"T "Tübingen, UB, Mc. 31, f. 153r, L 18-19: “dominum Bonaventuram super primo 


sententiarum circa distinctionem 43am, ubi expresse determinat.” 
Tübingen, UB, Mc. 31, f. 153r, 1. 30, specifically his own “Principium secundi 
Sententiarum" 
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idem esse et non esse est impossibile. Since being and non-being are con- 
tradictory to each other, it follows that only an agent of infinite power, 
i.e., omnipotent God, can determine that something can be generated 
from nothing. Indeed, a finite creature cannot act through such infinite 
power. Therefore, it is neither actual nor possible that the creature can 
be capable of creating. 

Moreover, Wenck reacts against the doctrine that Bartholomew at- 
tributes to him, affirming that he does not understand creation as a 
movement from nothing to something, since terminus a quo in cre- 
atione est met creans, scilicet Deus, in quo non cadit inception (f. 153v). 
James's letter also indicates that God has no transmutation, non est 
transmutation”? Once again, Wenck places a passage from Bonaven- 
ture's Sentences commentaries as a seal of his argument.9? 

b. Movement. Wenck says that, according to Bartholomew, creation 
properly concerns only the terminus ad quem, i.e., the being. The ^non- 
being" is nothing; therefore, it cannot be the terminus a quo of a move- 
ment (endelechia). This would be the doctrinal position of the antiquos 
doctores or those who follow the vía magistri mei Bartholomew. Wenck 
considers that Bartholomew’s understanding is false. To prove it, he 
refers again to a passage from Bonaventure, which affirms the distinc- 
tion between mutatio ad esse, et mutatio ab esse, et mutatio in esse! 
So, Wenck claims that, while movement in the finite world is a mutatio 
temporalis in esse, creation takes place with a change in being (ad esse), 
since it is a particular motion that places the being itself here and now. 
So, in creation, what changes is not the essence but the reason of beings. 

c. Difference. Bartholomew affirmed that there is a proper distance 
only between the things that exist, which also applies to difference. 
Wenck rejects this statement, recalling Bartholomew to reading the fifth 


79 Jac. I, 17: “Omne datum optimum et omne donum perfectum de sursum est, 


descendens a Patre luminum, apud quem non est transmutatio nec vicissitudinis 
obumbratio.” On the same verse see also the interpretation of NICOLAI DE CUSA 
De dato patris luminum, c. 5, n. 106, 1-107, 13. 

Tübingen, UB, Mc. 31, f. 153v, L 27-28. See BONAVENTURA, Commentaria in 
quattuor libros Sententiarum Magistri Petri Lombardi, in librum II comm. in 
distinct. 1, pars 1, a. 3, q. 2, conclusio, ed. Frati Editori di Quaracchi, Firenze 
1886, p. 34, col. 2, l. 11-17: “creatio significat exitum de non esse in esse," but 
that this is not to be understood as a movement that begins in God and ends in 
creation. 

BONAVENTURA, Commentaria in quattuor libros Sententiarum Magistri Petri 
Lombardi, in librum II comm. in distinct. 1, pars 1, a. 3, q. 2, conclusio, ed. 
Frati Editori di Quaracchi, Firenze 1886, p. 34, col. 2, 1. 21. 
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and tenth books of Aristotle's Metaphysics,®* which state that anything 
has both concordance and difference and that there is a distance between 
any opposition. 

d. Generation: Bartholomew affirmed that there could be no gener- 
ation or production without intermediaries. An infinite distance stands 
between the “term from which” and the “term to which.” Bartholomew 
repeats that this doctrine is rooted in the “common philosophy” tradi- 
tion, just as he had called the authority of the ancient masters. Wenck 
replies by opening Aristotle’s books again: he highlights De generatione 
et corruptione I and explains that no generation comes from “not-being.” 
In fact, generation est ex potestate substantia, and for this reason, the 
terminus a quo non est omnino non ens. Instead, it is the “power of 
being.” So, in the case of creation, “to be” is derived from the “power 
of being.” 

e. Incorrect interpretation of the sources. Wenck criticizes Bartho- 
lomew’s wrong interpretation of the sources with two examples: 

David of Dinant. Bartholomew incorrectly quotes David of Dinant 
when he assumes that form and privation relate among them, such as 
being and nothing, and that the natural agent can resolve their distance. 
Wenck recalls that Aristotle had explained that privation is not pure 
nothing but is one of the three principles of natural things. To prove 
his point, Aristotle suggested the famous example of the relationship 
between music, musician, and non-musician.9?? 

Thomas Aquinas. Bartholomew inaccurately quoted a passage from 
Aquinas's commentary on Book IV of the Sentences. Here, he stated 
that one could not pay attention to the distance of creation from the 
“non-being” but only to that generated concerning the created being. So, 
there would be a double distance: that from the non-being to creation, 
which is infinite, and that from creation to the non-being, which instead 
is finite. Wenck objects that, in all circumstances, medium respiciat ex- 
trema, therefore inimaginabile enim est, et inintelligibile quod distantia 
inter ens et non ens non respiceret utrumque (f. 154v). 

It is also noteworthy that Wenck admits ego non multum debeam gaud- 
ere of the wrong interpretation of Thomas Aquinas's thought, as if he 
felt called into question by such distortions. Therefore, both debate 


5? "Tübingen, UB, Mc. 31, f. 154r, L 15-16. See ARISTOTELES, Metaphysica, V, 
c. 9, 1018a12-13. 

ARISTOTELES, In Libros Metaphysicorum, V, 3-4. But Wenck attributes this 
example to the first book of Physics. 
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opposants seemed to have particular regard for Thomas Aquinas's au- 
thority. 


c) The flow of being 


Wenck reiterates what he has already stated in Principium I, declaring 
the doctrine of a creature that creates as false. He argued here too that 
a creature (such, by definition, as an effect produced by creation) could 
not be simultaneously the object and subject of creating since idem es- 
set efficiens et effectum, et idem gigneret se. Wenck informs us that 
Bartholomew, in his Principium, would have accepted the first argu- 
ment against him on this topic. In his defense, Bartholomew introduced 
the Thomist concept of passiva creatio. However, Bartholomew would 
have rejected the second part of Wenck's objection, denying having ever 
argued in favor of a self-generating creature. 

Wenck replies that, although Bartholomew was committed to for- 
mulating counter-objections, he failed. Following Bartholomew's argu- 
ments, Wenck implies that creation emerges as an ordo fluens a primo 
in medium (f. 154v), who would give life to itself and all other creatures, 
as nothing would be generated by chance, nor directly from God. It does 
not matter that, in advance, Bartholomew formally denies that he does 
not adhere to this Neoplatonic doctrine: in fact, according to Wenck, 
this is what happens if we consider the doctrines expressed in the con- 
cluding section of the first brocard, where Bartholomew explained that 
creating implies a limitation on the creator's part. Therefore, in creat- 
ing another being from himself, the creator determines a dependence 
not only of the creature on the creator but also the other way around, 
ex parte producentis. 

Instead, Wenck explained that the creature’s limitation is determined 
by itself since it has a susceptaculum or subsistentiam creaturae (f. 155r) 
within. Considered from a spiritual point of view, this is what Boethius 
in De hebdomadibus called quod est, while in the material one, it is called 
materia.® So, Wenck points out that, if the creative activity determines 


5^ "Tübingen, UB, Mc. 31, f. 155r, l. 15-16. Regarding this reply, it is notewor- 
thy that the Albertists (but not Albert the Great) pointed to the matter as the 
Principium individuationis of created entities. See M.J.F.M. HOENEN, ^ Aliter 
autem dicunt Thomistae. Das Prinzip der Individuation in der Auseinander- 
setzung zwischen den Albertisten, Thomisten und Scotisten des ausgehenden 
Mittelalters," in Individuum und Individualität im Mittelalter, ed. J.A. AERT- 
SEN, A. SPEER (Miscellanea Mediaevalia, 24), Berlin 1996, pp. 338-353; see in 
part. pp. 341s where the doctrinal positions of Albertists, T'homists, and Scotists 
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a limitation of the creator, then this would mean that the creator would 
have a limited “power to create,” not an infinite one. However, the sym- 
bol of faith reminds us that the creator is omnipotent. It is also relevant 
that Wenck, as a theology student in 1431, still mentions Boethius's De 
hebdomadibus, which he discussed in Paris. This testifies to a consistent 
legacy of Albertism in his thought.®° 


6. Regratiatio 


The last part of Wenck's Principium on Book II is a very interesting 
and unique testimony about the practice of such exercises within the 
University of Heidelberg. Wenck ends the dispute with his socius by 
addressing appreciations and thanks the public for participate in such a 
debate. This is what is called an actio gratiarum, which became stan- 
dard at the beginning of the fifteenth century, especially as an echo of 
the reformation of the faculty of theology from Paris. Wenck uses 
the term of regratiatio and he starts his action gratiarum by mention- 
ing his preceptors and masters of his faculty, who were attending the 
performance of his Principium. 

Wenck explains at the beginning of his speech that these masters 
came from different faculties (ceterique variarum facultatum, f. 138r), 
which then he lists in the final acknowledgments: Bartholomew di San 
Trudone, who at that time was rector of the University of Heidelberg; his 
teacher Nicholas of Jawor from the theology faculty; John Kirchem from 
the Faculty of law; Gerard of Hunkirch, who was doctor in medicine; 
Nicholas Wachnan, the dean of the faculty of arts; and other unidentified 
baccalaureates and masters. This statement is remarkable because it 
lets us understand that, in Heidelberg, Principia were open to members 


regarding the Principium individuationis are distinguished. It is also argued that 

the first individuated the matter, the second the species of quantity, and finally 

the Scotists the haecceitas itself of the entity. See FIAMMA, Nicola Cusano da 

Colonia a Roma, pp. 210-212. 

HAUBST, “Johannes Wenck aus Herrenberg als Albertist", pp. 314-315; MELI- 

ADO, Sapienza peripatetica, pp. 73-148. 

D U, ZAHND, “Der Dank und die Meister. Anmerkungen zu einigne gratiarum 
actiones spátmittelalterlicher Sentenzenlesungen," in Schüller und Meister, ed. 
A. SPEER, T. JESCHKE (Miscellanea Mediaevalia, 39), Berlin-Boston 2016, 
pp. 81-105, at 83-84. W. Baran describes the presence of this practice within the 
university of Cracow in his PhD: Les Principia aux Sentences de Benoît Hesse 
de Cracovie (vers 1889-1456), EPHE 2023, pp. 60-64. 

87 See Tübingen, UB, Mc. 31, f. 142v, 1. 37-f.143r, L 6. On Kirchem, Gerard of 
Hunkirch and Nicolaus Wachenheim (Wachnan), see BANTLE, *Nikolaus Magni 
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of all the faculties from the university and that they were probably 
important events for the faculty of theology. 


Conclusions 


The present study on Wenck's Principia has produced some relevant re- 
sults. In the first section of this chapter, I reconstructed the practice of 
reading the Sentences in Heidelberg in the first half of the fifteenth cen- 
tury considering Heidelberg’s statutes, strongly influenced by the canons 
of Parisian academic custom, and by analyzing the structure of Wenck’s 
speeches: in the first part of his Principium I, he introduces an inter- 
esting invocation to God, in which he mentioned Plato, then continued 
with a sermo that begins with a biblical theme (Hosea 13.9). This ser- 
mon is followed by some questions; to find a solution to these questions, 
he engaged in a debate with his socius Bartholomew of Maastricht. The 
second section of our paper was dedicated to this debate. Analyzing 
this discussion enabled us to observe a foreshadowing of the controversy 
between antiqui and moderni in German universities of the mid- and 
late-fifteenth century, which still needed to be formalized as Wegestreit. 

It is now definitely evident that Wenck moves in the context of the re- 
covery of the communis opinio of the thirteenth century theologians such 
as Bonaventure and Thomas Aquinas, as endorsed by his master Nicho- 
las of Jawor in the wake of the theological faculties’ reform promoted by 
Gerson in Paris years before.55 Wenck is far from the Parisian Albertism 
in which he was educated, yet we have found some traces of his Albertist 
common doctrines and sources, especially Boethius’s De hebdomadibus. 
Wenck’s opponent, the master Bartholomew of Maastricht, accepts the 


de Jawor und Johannes Wenck,” pp. 558-559. Wachenheim criticized the pil- 
grimage of children to Mont Saint-Michel in his Tractatus seu opusculum contra 
errores quorumdam iuvenum masculorum, which is now in Citta del Vaticano, 
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Pal. lat. 192, f. 207r-218v: see. RITTER, Die 
Heidelberger Universitat, pp. 346s; M.J.F.M. HOENEN, “Denys the Carthusian 
and Heymeric de Campo on the Pilgrimages of Children to Mont-Saint-Michel 
(1458)," Archives d'histoire doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen Age 61 (1994), 
pp. 387-418. 

See HOENEN, Via antiqua and via moderna, p. 19. Wenck mentions a communis 
philosophia in Tübingen, UB, Mc. 31, f. 154r, l. 31, implying that there existed an 
interpretation of Aristotle's texts commonly shared in the schools as if there was 
a fundamental doctrinal unity between the university masters. This conception 
seems to have been inherited again from Gerson, who worked precisely to convey 
the impression of a profound unity of theological knowledge. 
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debate on some specific doctrinal problems: the eternity of the world 
and the relationship between God and creatures. Bartholomew was fol- 
lower of the vía marsiliana, although with some distinctions from the 
doctrinal positions of the progenitor. So, the two young candidates for 
the title of master in theology addressed many metaphysical problems, 
which we summarized here. Appendix II outlines a scheme of the debate 
between Wenck and Bartholomew. 

'The debate concerned the issues traditionally discussed in the Sen- 
tences commentaries. However, both contenders' positions are relevant 
to understanding the faculty of theology's orientations. Bartholomew 
shows a good knowledge of the topics aligning with Henry Totting of 
Oyta's and Marsilius of Inghen's opinions on the world's eternity. Wenck 
had substantial objections to this. Instead, the debate became more 
compelling concerning the relationship between God and creatures with 
relevant theological topics such as divine omnipotence and the creation. 
In this case, Bartholomew's source was Adam Wodeham, but he prob- 
ably referred to the abbreviation composed once again by Oyta. Par- 
ticular concern is being raised around the emanationist scheme of the 
Liber de causis, but indeed both Bartholomew and Wenck rejected this 
theory. Moreover, both seem distant even from Scotism, that had to 
appear in Heidelberg — following Marsilius of Inghen's suggestion — a 
doctrine influenced by Neoplatonism, probably considering John of Ripa 
as a model of this tradition. 


Ratio Edendi 


Below are two appendices that contain an edition of John Wenck's Prin- 
cipia on Books I-II of the Sentences (Appendix I) and Bartholomew of 
Maastricht’s brocards (Appendix II). 

Furthermore, in the latter, there is a pattern that reconstructs the 
details of the debate between John Wenck and Bartholomew of Maas- 
tricht that developed between the two speeches. It was possible to re- 
construct even Bartholomew's reply to Wenck's arguments from John's 
replies, which are now lost. All these editions are based on the single 
manuscript, Tübingen, Universitätsbibliothek, Mc., no. 31: Principium 
I, ff. f£. 138r-143r; Principium IL, ff. f. 150r-155v; brocards, ff. 137r. 
I could not check the manuscript in the original, since it is in a precau- 
tious material situation due to some water damage, therefore I based 
my edition on a microfilm copy. Thus, in certain circumstances it has 
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been impossible to fully read the marginal notes and the corrections to 
the manuscript made by Wenck; those rare cases were marked with an 
asterisk. 

'The edition follows, where it is possible, the manuscript's orthography. 
Its structure has been reproduced, signaling in the right-side foliation 
changes and enumerating the lines of each sheet. No diphthongization 
was introduced. The punctuation follows the marks in the manuscripts, 
but sometimes it was appropriate to introduce pauses with commas or 
transform short pauses into long ones using the period. We can find edi- 
torial additions inserted between square brackets and reports of missing 
sections indicated as [...]. The apparatus fontium contains all the text's 
explicit quotations and the most evident implicit ones. 


Legenda 

" — incertus 

add. — addidit 

add. in marg. = addidit in margine 
add. sed del. = addidit sed delevit 
em. — emendavi 

iter. = tteravit 

iter. sed del. =  iteravit sed delevit 
ü CG, — anle correctionem 
p. c. = post correctionem 


s. l — supra lineam 
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Johannes Wenck 
Principium in primum librum Sententiarum 
Tübingen, Universitätsbibliothek, Mc. 31, f. 138r-143r 


anno 1431??? in die Valerii 


Venerabiles et egregii patres, magistri, domini, ceterique variarum facul- 
tatum viri famosi, illucescente presenti diecula in Sententias principian- 
di, annuente Dei gratia quattuor video peragenda: 

Primum est divini nominis sanctorumque invocatio. 

Secundum, Sententiarum Magistri Petri Lombardi antistitis seu pre- 
sulis Parisiensis recommendatio. 

Tertium, contra reverendum dominum Sententiarium magistrum meum 
Bartholomeum de Traiecto superiori consueto more replicatio. 

Quartum, Deo et vobis gratiarum actio seu regraciatio. 


Quantum ad primum, percelebres viri, cogniti moris institutionisque sa- 
luberrime est in elaborandorum initiis principiisve divinum imprecari 
auxilium. Quod tam (per uni)versum (or)bem (cor)uscantis Christiane 
religionis ac fidei professores quam etiam steriles philosophantes longo 
iam decurso tempore faciendum sanxerunt pariter et preceperunt. Non- 
ne in etate quarta seculi Deus ad exorandum inspirans Osee prophetam 
clamabat: Tantummodo in me auxilium tuum, Osee 13°, <9>? Post 
quem, in etate quinta Platonis in Thymeo ad divinitatem hic extat pre- 
catus omni fideli cordi affirmatissime recondendus, videlicet: “Sit meis 
precibus comprehensum maxime, ut ea dicam que Deo placeant, que 
consequenter, que proposito operi decenter, et que faciliter assequi pos- 
sint.” 

Hanc orationem Platonis quadruplici particula contextam duxi vestris 
reverentiis publicandam, non ut religionem a philosophiis gentium que- 
remus qui in hoc nostros ymitati sunt, a quibus et ipsi huiusmodi reli- 
gionem sumpserunt, sed potius ut ei, cui studium et sollertia est scientie 
adulterium non incurrere, doctrinandi formam prescriberem ac resera- 
rem quam prefata oratio effert et edicit luminosissime. Nec superflue, 


5-6 seu presulis] mg. 8 de Traiecto superiori] mg. 12 universum — *ustantis] 
mg. 13 etiam] mg. 14 pariter et preceperunt] mg. 18 omni - videlicet] mg. 
22 Platonis] al 24 hoc] noster add. sed del. et] al 27-28 nec superflue 
quia] mg. 

17-21 quinta Platonis — possint: PLATO, Timaeus 17A-53C (CPL 0578 a (A)), pars 
1, p. 20, 1. 10-14. 
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quia decet, teste beato Augustino, id quod veritatis edixerunt philosophi 
gentilium ab eis, tamquam ab iniustis possessoribus, surripere. Quod a 
Moyse in Exodo prefiguratur, cum Israel spoliavit Egiptios. 

Est ergo doctrinandi forma hec: sciendum quod doctrinaturus ali- 
quam scientiam debet dicere, primo ea que Deo placita, non que proprie 
affectioni aut electioni concupita. Sic namque faciendo effugiet occa- 
sionem hereticandi. Unde ayt venerabilis Beda in Actus apostolorum: 
^Heresis Grece ab electione vocatur, qua quis sibi spretis aliorum dictis 
quod sequendum putaverit eligit" Nam ne nostrum velle aut placitum 
electionis proprie ymitaremur, primitive Ecclesie fuisse describitur cor 
unum et anima una, et quod multitudo credentium rebus suis spretis 
caritatis invicem copula iuncta est. 

Unde Ysaie 5?, «21» huiusmodi singularitas que prebet heretican- 
di occasionem dampnatur cum dicitur: Ve qui sapientes estis in oculis 
vestris. Et ad Romanos 12™°, <16>: Nolite esse prudentes apud vo- 
smetipsos. /138v/ 

Hac de causa primo precatus sum cum Platone, *ut ea dicam que Deo 
placeant.” 

2° precatus sum ut dicenda dicam consequenter. Ex cuius observan- 
tia pullulata iam heresis vigorose extinguitur et funditus eradicatur et 
enervatur, iuxta regulam beati Gregorii in Moralibus. Adversariorum 
hereses tunc extirpantur dum attenditur quid dicatur consequentius. 

Orabam 3° ut dicerem decenter proposito operi, scilicet ut in hac 
divinitus inspirata scientia, que radices habet in celo, non aliter quam ex 
prescripto celesti edoceam. Sic dicit Calcidius ipsius Platonis expositor: 
“Decenter,” dicit, “si cohereat sermo.” 

Postremo, ut dicerem faciliter. Facilioris enim memorie sunt coheren- 
tia et que ordinem habent, nam et digeritur citius epulum per fragmina. 
Et sic relucet ex hac fusa prece Platonis doctrinandi ordo congruentis- 
simus. 

Quo ita reserato, in mei principium sic opem invoco divinam: 


28 decet] enim add. sed del. 29-30 a Moyse] mg. 31 est ergo doctrinandi forma 
hec] mg. sciendum] mg., debet ergo add. sed del. 32 debet] s.l. 33 concupita] 
mg. 34 unde] sl. ayt] namque beate add. sed del. 35 quis] quisquis a.c. 36- 
38 nam - quod] mg. infra 37 ecclesie] describitur add. sed del. 40 huiusmodi] 
mg. 40-41 que prebet — occasionem] mg. 44-45 que - placeant] mg. 47-48 
et enervatur] mg. 


29 ab eis — possessoribus: AUGUSTINUS HIPPONENSIS, De doctrina christiana, II, 
c. 40, 1. 3, ed. J. MARTIN (CC SL 32), Turnhout 1962, p. 61. 34-36 Beda - 
eligit: BEDA, Expositio actuum apostolorum, c. 5, 1. 42-43, ed. M.L.W. LAISTNER, 
D. Hurst, Opera exegetica, IV, (CPL 1357), Turnhout 1983, p. 30. 38-39 multi- 
tudo — iuncta est: BEDA, Expositio actuum apostolorum, c. 4, l. 76, ed. LAISTNER, 
HURST, p. 28. 
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Ad Trinitatem. 

O Deus eterne conditor rerum, unus in essentia, trinus in personis, qui 
me de nichilo fecisti et ad tuam ymaginem et similitudinem formasti, 
Genesis primo, «26». Respice in me, et miserere mei, Domine, Psalmo 
24°, <16>! Tui enim est misericordiam impendere ac tribuere, Tobie 
1279, <6>, ubi dicitur: Benedicite Deum celi et confitebimur ei, quia 
fecit nobiscum misericordiam suam. Que, inquam, misericordia tam 
necessaria est mee fragilitati quod sine ea nec velle nec facere quidquam 
possum, sicut illud Apostolum non latuit ad Romanos 9"?, <16>: Non 
est volentis neque currentis, sed Dei est miserentis. Ubi glossa Augustini: 
“Non ex libero arbitrio hominis bonum volentis vel operantis ipsa bona 
voluntas vel operatio, sed ex misericordia Dei, qui per gratiam appositam 
facit nos velle et currere" 

Nota. Quia ex misericordia est docere, igitur dicit Magister opus ultra 
vires suscipere. Deus igitur in adiutorium meum intende, Psalmo 69", 
«2». Deus, inquam, omnis gratie, qui vocasti nos in Christo Ihesu 
modicum passos in eternam gloriam, prima Petri quinto, «10». 

Et oculo tue pietatis, “me inter oblatrantia presentis mundi varia et 
innumerabilia discrimina" fluct(ibus va)gorum incurs(um), necessitati- 
bus curisque attritum, tua deplue gratia, que perficiet dans augmentum 
virtutibus. Confirmet ministrando robur sustinendi tribulationes. Soli- 
dans denuo me in Ecclesie unitatem, tibi gloria et imperium in secula 
seculorum! O beata Trinitas! 


Ad Patrem 

Et tu, benedicte Deus Pater, qui per tuam magnam, misericordiam re- 
generasti nos in spem vivam per resurrectionem Filii tui, Domini nostri 
Ihesu Christi, ez mortuis, in hereditatem incorruptibilem et inconta- 
minatam et immarcessibilem conservatam /139r/ in celis, prima Petri 
primo, «3-4». Tue Gratie munus michi impartire et in tua virtute me 
custodi «1, 5» per fidem in salutem paratam revelari in tempore novis- 
simo, “quatenus cottidie fluctuans anima mea in malis tua infusa gratia 
lucretur, et ad portum eterne tranquillitatis deducatur eruta a miseriis 
et a scandalis." 


59 ad trinitatem] mg. 61 fecisti] s.l. et em. 64 ubi dicitur] mg. confite- 
bimur] confitemini a.c. s.l. 65 inquam misericordiam] mg. 71 currere] Nota. 
Quia ex misericordia est docere, igitur dicit Magister opus ultra vires suscipere mg. 
77 fluit gor** in cursu**] mg. 79 tribulationes] perfaciendi add. sed del. 82 ad 
patrem] mg. 86 inthe top margin] Origenes, de Matheo loquens, dicit: Quid enim 
aliud est thelonia nisi legittima rapacitas, violenta iudicia, violenta iniusticia legem 
habens patrocinante rapina. 87 michi] s.l. 
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Ad Filium 

Et tu, Fili Dei unigenite, ^numquid immensam tue pietatis habun- 
dantiam mea valebit iniquitas vincere, quam totius mundi non potuere 
crimina superare? Nam cum pene mundus totus esset ydolatrie deditus, 
quis te rogare presumeret, ut, quem celi non capiunt, uteri virginalis 
angustias habitaturus inviseres, mortalitatis nostre membra susciperes, 
mortis atrocissime tormenta proferres, ut inimicos tuos a mortis debite 
supplicio liberares? Misericordie ergo tue magnitudinem totius mundi 
supplicia non vicerunt. Quomodo unius canis mortui peccata quantum- 
libet gravia superabunt?” 

Domine ergo mi Ihesu Christe, huius pietatis fomento extinctum ani- 
me mee infelicis igniculum reaccende, et iam “absorptum ex deglutientis 
mortis faucibus educisti": Venisti enim querere, et salvum facere quod 
perierat, Luce 19"°, <10>. Et “quia tante sum fragilitatis, ut me ad te 
convertere non valeam, converte me ad te, Deus salutaris meus.” Nam si 
sol materialis tantas habet vires, ut terras illustret, arva fecundet, Tu, sol 
iustitie, protinus invisens, reviviscere facis et virtutum flores erumpere, 
et vernantibus fructibus decorare et vestire. *Ut enim antique prevari- 
cationis virus evomeres, temetipsum fecisti humano generi medicinam," 
sacerdotem et hostiam, redemptorem et pretium. 

Ea propter ego ipse, immanissima scelerum mole depressus, non de- 
spero, sed spero in tua misericordia, qua factus es protector meus, po- 
tentior agno Pascali populum Israhel a plaga mortis liberante. Tuus 
enim sacratissimus sanguis, qui conditor es angelorum, quantaslibet ani- 
me sordes valet abluere, quem Deus Pater misit in propitiationem pro 
peccatis nostris, prima Iohannis, 4° <10>. Tu, piissime Ihesu Christe, 
veluti species aromatica redoles, in mortariolo passionis atrita, ut nobis 
miseris et peccatorum morbo languentibus fieres medicina salutaris. Et 


92 adfilium] mg. 96 presumeret] presummeret a. c. 118 mortariolo] mortario 
à. C. 

93-101 et tu- superabunt: PETRUS DAMIANI, Preces, t. 1, Orationes ad Trinitatem, 
ed. J.P. MIGNE, (PL 145), Petit-Montrouge 1853, col. 919, 1. 43-54. 102-103 
extinctum — reaccende: PETRUS DAMIANI, Preces, t. 1, Orationes ad Trinitatem, ed. 
MIGNE, col. 920, 1. 15-17. 103-104 ex deglutientis — educisti: PETRUS DAMIANI, 
Preces, t. 1, Orationes ad Trinitatem, ed. MIGNE, col. 920, 1. 25. 105-106 quia — 
meus: PETRUS DAMIANI, Preces, t. 2, Orationes ad Trinitatem, ed. MIGNE, col. 920, 
l. 51-54. 106-109 si sol — vestire: PETRUS DAMIANI, Preces, t. 2, Orationes ad 
Trinitatem, ed. MIGNE, col. 922, 1. 12-19. 109-110 antique — medicinam: PETRUS 
DAMIANI, Preces, t. 26, De s. cruce orationes, ed. MIGNE, (PL 145), Petit-Montrouge 
1853, col. 927, 1. 7-9. 111 sacerdotem — pretium: PETRUS DAMIANI, Preces, t. 26, 
De s. cruce orationes, ed. MIGNE, col. 927, l. 13. 112 ego - depressus: PETRUS 
DAMIANI, Preces, t. 27, De s. cruce orationes, ed. MIGNE, col. 927, l. 43. 113- 
116 potentior — abluere: PETRUS DAMIANI, Preces, t. 27, De s. cruce orationes, ed. 
MIGNE, col. 927, l. 47-50. 118-119 veluti species — medicina: PETRUS DAMIANI, 
Preces, t. 27, De s. cruce orationes, ed. MIGNE, col. 927, 1. 51-53. 
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/139v/ Botrus Cipri, Canticorum primo, «13» “propinans eterne salu- 
tis poculum arentia corda Sancti Spiritus inundatione perfundens”. Me 
ergo errantem oviculam tu, pastor eterne, reduc ad pascue tue semper 
amena virentia. 


Ad Spiritum Sanctum 
Et tu, Sancte Spiritus, 
omnium vivificator, Iohannis 6? <64>: Spiritus est qui vivi- 
ficat, 
dator intelligentie, Psalmista: Intellectum dat parvulis, 
elevator ad celestiam, Ezechielis primo, «10, 17»: Cum ele- 
varetur spiritus de terra, elevabantur et rote sequentes ewm. 
Qui etiam omnia profunda Dei scrutaris, prima ad Corinthios 
2°, «10», 
inspira michi peccatis sanciato vitam Gratie, 
michi excecato tribue lumen intelligentie 
michi corpore aggravato donare pure mentis elevationem, ut 
Trinitatis archanum, 
creationis obiectum, 
incarnationis misterium 
et redemptionis sacramentum, que 4° libris Sententiarum 
enodantur, cum affectu valeam perscrutari. 


Ad virginem Mariam 

Nec in impetratu meo pretereo Virginem illam prudentissimam Ma- 
riam, celi et terre illuminatricem. Que de sua fecunda virginitate, sine 
corruptione, floris virginei lumen eternum mundo effudit. Quam depre- 
cor dare michi intellectum luminosum, conceptum stabilem, memoriam 
tenacem, scientiam certam, fidem firmam, sermonem convenientem au- 
dientibus, ad fidei confirmationem, Ecclesie edificationem, ac ad Dei 
laudem perpetuam. 


Ad omnes sanctos et sanctas 
Et finaliter vos omnes, sancti et sancte Dei, vestras efflagito pietates 
orare dignemini pro me, ut oratu vestro presentem laborem finire feliciter 


120 Cipri] id est dolentium de peccatis scrip. sed. exp. 124 ad spiritum sanctum | 
mg. 129 elevator] p.c. 131-132 qui etiam — Corinthios 2°, <10>] mg. 134 
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valeam, et tutus ab omni tempestate peccati, seu ingruenti malo, tandem 
imminenti morte coronam eterne beatitudinis adipiscar. 
Et hec de primo principali. 


Quantum ad secundum, in recommendationem scilicet Sententiarum 
Magistri, prosiliat in medium thematis in principio cursus mei per me 
assumptum, quod erat: Perditio tua ex te tantummodo in me auxilium 
tuum, Osee 13"? seu penultimo, «6». 

Seraphicus ille propheta Ysayas concorditer ad Osee ostendit, capitu- 
lo quinquagesimo, «1», sinagogam habere librum repudii et dimissam 
a Deo, quia vendidit se ipsam £n iniquitatibus suis, et dimisit semetip- 
sam in sceleribus suis, quibus velud igne accensa et succensa, in flammis 
ambulat perditionis «50, 11>. Et capitulo quinquagesimo primo 1, re- 
vocando ipsam a perditionis itinere, exhortatur eam sequi Deum, qui 
est salus populi in sempiternum. Sicut et noster propheta Osee verbis 
thematis prophetat iram Dei sevire in populum Israel ob crimen idola- 
trie, dicens ipsum populum Israel fore in causa proprie perditionis, non 
Deum /140r/, quod personant verba thematis: Perditio tua ex te. Nec 
tamen in huiusmodi perditione Deus eum derelinquit, sed erigit et suble- 
vat ad salutem cum annectit illico medele et salutis efficientem causam, 
subiungendo: tantummodo in me auxilium tuum. 

Et ut revertantur ad Dominum, ipsis interius excecatis, externam eo- 
rum faciem depingit, eos assimilando nubi matutine, pretereunti rori 
matutino, pulveri rapto ex area, et fumo de fumario «13, 3», ut propria 
evanescentia et variabilitate in huiusmodi sensibilibus ymaginibus qua- 
si facientibus inspecta a superbia et elatione, que eos ad ydolatrandum 
induxerat, resiliant, et humilitatis viam, elatione spreta, ipsi arripiant. 
Unde eis sic ex elevatione seu elatione cordium ad perditionem tendenti- 
bus occurrit misericors Deus velud ursa raptis catulis, et indicato eorum 
periculoso incessu, viam humilitatis elationi oppositam demonstrat sa- 
lutarem, dum eos allective alloquitur: Perditio tua ex te tantummodo 
in me auxilium tuum, ad quod supple et *tu recurras, ne pereas" Ubi 
propheta noster Osee et perditionis ostendit causam et merendi ostendit 
nullam sub esse causam, ut ex hoc Ecclesia moraliter hominem instruat 
se ipsum debere humiliare et pro subsidio sue salutis ad Deum recurrere. 

Cum ergo, viri illuminatissimi, effata verba duplicem aperiant viam, 
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perditionis scilicet et salutis, quarum primam Matheus evangelista, capi- 
tulo 7°, <13-14>, vocat latam et spatiosam eo quod multi intrant per 
eam, et secundam angustam et artam, quam pauci inveniunt, ne ergo pe- 
riclitentur vestre reverende assistentie, abicite vitia, insistite virtutibus, 
operamini bonum ad omnes. 

Super hec omnia, cum intensius verba thematis mente conspicerem 
et diligenti indagine intuerer, intelligere cepi et hoc reperi propinquius 
presenti proposito: Quod ipsis Osee propheta in persona Domini Dei, 
divine et sancte Scripture, quam in breviloquio summatam Sententias 
appellare consuevimus, insignem reseravit dignitatem, et tam perditionis 
quam salutis fontales aperuit origines. 

Ad quid nam aliud cuncta divinarum Scripturarum eloquia nisi ad 
animarum salutem perditionisque fugam tot crebris sunt voluminibus 
exarata? Quidquid enim precipitur in hiis, quidquid prohybetur, totum 
proculdubio in profectum redundat animarum, attestante Paulo ad Ro- 
manos 15?, «4»: Quecumque scripta sunt ad nostram doctrinam scripta 
sunt. Ad hunc igitur finem etiam sacra refertur Scriptura, ut per eam 
anime salus requiratur. Quam et Osee, qui salvator aut salvans inter- 
pretatur, iuxta sui nominis sacratum misterium, ad suum oppositum, 
quod est perditio, in maiorem expressit relucentiam, cum sic contexuit: 
Perditio tua ex te tantummodo in me auxilium tuum. /140v/ 


Divisio thematis 

Quibus quidem verbis sic taliter qualiter inductis materia pariter et 
laus emicant Sententiarum. 

Innuunt namque primo benedicte 'Irinitatis ineffabile misterium in 
effectu merito lugendo expressum, quia perditio tua, quoad primum li- 
brum. 

2°, rerum creationem ex nichilo indignissima creaturarum, scilicet ho- 
mine, ostensam, quia ez te, quoad 2" librum. 

Tertio, incarnati Verbi ad mirabile commercium in virgineo partu Ma- 
rie in esse deductum, quia tantummodo in me, quoad 3™ librum. 

4? et finaliter, sauciati seu vulnerati hominis salubre medicamentum 
ex vulnerato mortuo corpore incarnati Verbi stillatum, quia auxilium 
tuum, quoad 4™ librum. 

Horum quatuor adinvicem talis est ordo coherentiave quod 2™ est a 
primo, quia a Trinitate creatio, et quartum a tertio, quia ab incarnato 
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Verbo vulnerum sanatio, et tam creatio quam Verbi incarnatio, quam 
etiam peccatorum remissio a tota prodit Trinitate originaliter, que sim- 
plicissima emanatione oculis illuxit mortalium. 

De primo horum ad animandum predicatores veritatis dicitur Mathei 
decimo, «28»: Timete eum qui potest animam et corpus perdere in 
Gehennam. 

De 2°, Iob verbis dolore plenus eructans suam miseriam et nichileita- 
tem dicit Iob 6°, <13>: Ecce non est auxilium michi in me. 

De tertio verbi thematis: Ego Dominus Deus et salvator non est preter 
me, «Osee 13, 4>. 

De quarto, Luce decimo, <34>, dicitur parabolice: Inponens illum in 
iumentum suum duxit in stabulum et curam eius egit. 


Merito ergo tam insigne opus Sententiarum, tam salubriter et plane ex 
dictis Sanctorum in brevibus collectum, egregie suum commendat com- 
pilatorem, Magistrum scilicet Petrum Lombardi antistitem seu presulem 
Parisiensem. Ad cuius intelligentiam infirmum et invalidum fore meum 
recognosco ingeniolum, dono tamen Dei inprecato et suffultus, a quo 
scientia hec salutaris noscitur revelata, prima Corinthios 2°, «10-16». 
Et 2? Petri primo, «21»: Non voluntate humana allata est aliquando 
prophetia, sed Spiritu Sancto inspirati locuti sunt sancti Dei homines. 

Questio 

In Dei igitur auxilio 
linenum|241 presentem lecturam non propria temeritate, sed de licentia 
et ordinatione venerabilium patrum meorum sacre theologie professo- 
rum, et precipue sub regimine et protectione magistri mei piissimi magi- 
stri Nicolay de Yawer, aggredior, iuxta thema collationis talem movendo 
tytulum questionis: 

Utrum studium divinarum litterarum sit in profectum et salutem ani- 
marum. 

Quod non arguitur primo: nichil quod occidit aut mortificat est in 
profectum etc. salutem animarum; sed littera occidit, dicente Apostolo 
2° Corintheorum 3°, «6»: /141r/ Littera occidit; igitur. 

Secundo arguitur ad idem sic: nichil quod inflat et superbiam indu- 
cit est in profectum et salutem animarum, cum caritatis proprietas sit 
non inflare, prima ad Corinthios 13™°, <4> ; sed scientia, que est finis 
studii divinarum litterarum, illa inflat, quia dicitur prima ad Corinthios 
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octavo, «1»: Scientia inflat, Glossa Augustini: “id est in superbiam 
extollit"; igitur. 

Tertio ad idem: nichil quod ad insaniam ducit est in profectum et 
salutem animarum; sed littere ducunt ad insaniam, dicit enim Festus 
Paulo in Actibus Apostolorum, capitulo <26>, 24: Insanis Paule! Multe 
te littere ad insaniam convertunt; igitur. 

In oppositum est Magister in prologo, qui, ob premium eterne retri- 
butionis, dicit se ^de penuria" sui ingenioli seu de studio suo aliquid “in 
gazophylacium Domini" missurum. 

Protestatio. Antequam ulterius progredior, sicut nedum est laudabi- 
lis consuetudinis, verum et michi fore necessarium existimo protestari in 
primis et ante omnia, quam etiam protestationem in sequentibus habere 
volo repetitam, videlicet quod in presenti actu nec non in quocumque 
alio per me fiendo non intendo dicere aliquid quod sit contra fidem or- 
thodoxam sacrosancte Romane Ecclesie, aut eius determinationem, aut 
contra bonos mores, aut quovis modo piarum aurium offensivum. Quod 
si oppositum alicuius horum contigerit — quod Deus per suam piissi- 
mam misericordiam avertere dignetur — pro nunc ex tunc, et ex tunc 
pro nunc, revoco, retracto, annulo, et pro non dicto habeo, paratus revo- 
care <et> retractare ad insinuationem caritativi monitoris, et precipue 
illius vel illorum ad quem vel ad quos pertinet huiusmodi deviantes ad 
viam reducere veritatis. 

Hac igitur laudabili protestatione premissa, sit hec prima conclusio: 
Doctor hominum, Dominus ipse, solus creator est et eternus. 

Prima pars conclusionis huius patet per Psalmistam, Psalmo 93°<10>, 
insipientiam populi redarguentem et dicentem de Domino Deo: Qui do- 
cet hominem, scientiam? 

Secunda pars conclusionis deducetur Deo concedente per processum 
primi Sententiarum. Hec de 2? principali. 


Quantum ad 3™, scilicet ad replicandum contra dominum meum reve- 
rendum dominum Sententiarium, magistrum Bartholomeum de Traiecto 
superiori, iuxta consuetudinem hactenus observatam matris nostre fa- 
cultatis theologie, resummam duo brocardiciva que prefatus magister 
posuit. 

Primum quod posuit in 2è conclusione questionis prime 2! Sententia- 
rum erat istud: “Creatio sive potentia creandi est creature communica- 
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bilis de potentia Dei absoluta, prout creatio dicit productionem alicuius 
ex nichilo, id est nullo presupponito, quantum est ex parte producti, 
puta neque ut subiecto, neque ut termino a quo.” /141v/ Probavit mul- 
tipliciter. 

Primo, quia nulla apparet contradictio vel repugnantia in hoc quod 
Deus, per suam infinitam potentiam et immensam bonitatem, vellet 
active aliquid fieri a creatura sine passo, ita quod innixionem actionis 
creature ad passum vel terminum a quo et eius habitudinem suppleret 
Deus, et aliunde secum produceret actionem suam sine passo, sicut prius 
cum passo. 

Confirmavit sic, nam si repugnantiam aliquam in se clauderet, maxi- 
me esset ista: quia per creationem talem creature attributam argueretur 
creatura talis creans infinita vel esse extra limites creature posita; sed 
nullum illorum. Maior est adversariorum. Minor patet. Non primum, 
quia si argueretur infinita, vel hoc esset ratione termini producti, aut 
ratione productionis passive, aut ratione distantie inter terminum a quo 
et terminum ad quem, aut ratione modi producendi. Non primum, eo 
quod omnis terminus productus creationis est finitus. Similiter decla- 
ratur 2", Nec 3™, ratione distantie, quia nulla est distantia ibi quin 
taxanda sit secundum quantitatem termini positivi, qui est finitus. Un- 
de non videtur ibi esse potius distantia infinita que impedit quam in 
productione qua producitur forma modo naturali de non esse ad esse in 
materia, primo Physicorum Averrois in lectura T<homasina>. 

Nec potest dici 2™, videlicet quod ponit creaturam extra limites crea- 
ture, nam cum creare isto modo non excludit dependentiam in ipsa 
creatura creature, nec excludit dependentiam ipsius in creando ab alio 
creante secum cui concreat, sed solum innisum ipsius cause secunde su- 
per subiectum sive materiam, qua sustentatur actio cuius vicem potest 
supplere Deus in tali productione seu creatione, non ut Deus sit materia, 
sed ut vi sua sustentante actionem active, actio sic sustentata fluat ab 
agente sibi concreante, ita, videtur, non oportet talem actionem inniti 
materie. 


2™ dictum quod prefatus magister meus posuit in conclusione 3* eiusdem 
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articuli erat istud: quamvis mundum vel aliam rem creatam fuisse ab 
eterno pro nunc est impossibile, adhuc tamen tale fuisse ab eterno non 
includit repugnantiam per se et absolute. 

Prima pars patet, quia eius oppositum pro nunc est necessarium /142r/ 
eo quod transivit in preteritum. 

Secundam partem sic declaravit insequendo magistrum Hainricum de 
Oeyta: quia vel repugnaret creature secundum se, vel in ordine ad agens. 
Non primum, quia de re creature tria sunt, scilicet quod sit ens, et quod 
sit producta ab alio, et quod sit de nichilo, saltim quantum ad ultimam 
resolutionem. 

Probationem ulteriorem dereliquit. 


Contra hec tam subtiliter et profunde in lucem deducta egregii domini 
mei et magistri replicare formidarem, si vitiosum et reprehensibile non 
foret morem laudabilem preterire. Insuper et ambo dicta illa repugnant 
2° parti conclusionis quam posui, que sonuit solum Dominum Deum 
creatorem, contra primum dictum magistri mei, et solum Deum fore 
eternum, contra 2™ dictum eiusdem. 

Pono ergo contra magistrum meum prefatum hanc conclusionem: per 
nullam potentiam Dei creatio est creature communicabilis. 

Patet primo, quia creatio vergit in gloriam Dei, Ysaie XLIII, «7»: 
In gloriam meam. creavi eum, et in principio Genesis «1, 1> Moyses in 
gloriam Dei eructat: In principio creavit Deus celum et terram. Dicit 
autem Dominus Deus per prophetam Ysaiam 42, «8»: Gloriam meam 
alteri non dabo. Deus igitur creationem creature non communicabit. 

Confirmo, quia creatio est inter non esse et esse, inter que est infinita 
distantia, ad quam actio creature non se extendit, cum quelibet creatura 
sit virtutis finite, non infinite. Nulla igitur creatura creabit. 

Item creatura creatione est producta et effecta; si igitur ipsa creatura 
crearet, efficeret creationem, et per creationem esset effecta; igitur idem 
esset efficiens et effectum, et idem gigneret se, quod non capit intellectus. 

'Tunc ad rationes per magistrum meum Bartholomeum ad probatio- 
nem primi dicti sui in contrarium adductas. 
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Ad primam rationem quando sic arguit: “nulla apparet contradictio 
vel repugnantia in hoc quod Deus per suam infinitam potentiam et im- 
mensam bonitatem vellet active aliquid fieri a creatura sine passo," illam 
declino, quia tunc plenitudinem bonitatis Dei caperet creatura, et capa- 
citas creature activitati Dei adequaretur, que includunt repugnantiarum 
maximas et contradictionum. Etiam tunc — ut patuit ex confirmatione 
conclusionis probate — creatura esset finita et infinita. 

/142v/ Et ad confirmationem, in qua prefatus magister meus tangit, 
“si aliqua repugnantia argueretur, maxime esset illa: quod argueretur 
creatura creans infinita," transeat illa. 

Et quando subiungit, “si creatura creans argueretur infinita, vel hoc 
esset ratione termini producti, aut ratione productionis passive, aut ra- 
tione distantie inter terminum a quo et terminum ad quem, aut ratione 
modi producendi," dico quod ratione omnium quatuor et cuiuslibet seor- 
sum, cum sint nature limitate. Nec est simile de forma modo naturali 
producta, cum in productione naturali presupponatur subiectum. Nec 
etiam solus innisus cause sustentat actionem, cum actio sit secundum 
quam in id quod subicitur agere dicimur. 

Et quando magister meus ulterius tangit quod "fuisse creaturam ab 
eterno non includat repugnantiam per se et absolute," et probat, quia 
“nec secundum se, nec in ordine ad agens," ymmo respondeo quod in se 
includit repugnantiam et etiam in ordine ad agens, cum tam ipsa quam 
agens limitate et finite sint nature, ut fundatum est, et per consequens 
initiate, igitur non ab eterno. 

Hec sunt pauca et modica in conspectu magistri mei, cui humilitater 
me recommendo. 

Et hec de tertio principali. 


Quantum ad 4" et finale, quoad regratiationem — ut enim dona percep- 
ta ad ea habundantius habenda revertantur ad locum unde exierunt — 
regratior in primis Deo creatori meo de ignita sua bonitate, qui nedum 
dedit michi esse et vivere, verum et huc usque perseverare, cui honor et 
gloria in secula. 

Deinde regratior Dei genitrici Marie Virgini gloriose, quam laudare 
totus non sufficit orbis, que et quod tristis Eva abstulit, nobis almo 
reddidit germine. 
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Deinde regratior toti curie celesti, que et ad Virginis gloriose pro nobis 
intercessionem habet etiam intercedere et deprecari, sicut et ipsa Virgo 
gloriatur, dicens «Ecclesiastici 24, 15>: Et in Iherusalem potestas mea. 

Post hec ad inferiora descendendo, regratior domino Bartholomeo de 
Sancto Trudone, rectori huius alme universitatis, capiti nostro, qui sua 
presentia hunc actum dignatus est decorare. 

Deinde magistris nostris sacre theologie professoribus eximiis, et pre- 
cipue magistro meo, magistro Nicolao Magni de Yawer, sub cuius alis et 
protectione presentem legendi suscepi laborem. 

Deinde doctoribus sacrorum canonum. 

Deinde specialiter domino et magistro meo, magistro Iohanni /143r/ 
Kirchem, sacrarum legum doctori, qui huc usque a contracta notitia sui 
favoris et gratitudinis ad personam meam benevolentiam non destitit 
impendere, nec in futurum, ut spero, desistet. 

Deinde regratior magistro Gerhardo de Hunkirch, doctori in medicina. 

Deinde magistro Nicolao Wachanan, facultatis artium decano. 

Postremo etiam regratior singulis sacre theologie baccalariis, aliis ma- 
gistris et baccalariis et dominis, quibus me offero ad beneplacita et man- 
danda. 

Anno 1431? Valerii. 
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Johannes Wenck 
Principium ad secundum librum Sententiarum 
Tübingen, Universitätsbibliothek, Mc. 31, f. 150r-155v 


In nomine Patris et Filii et Spiritus Sancti. Amen. 

In hoc principio 2! libri Sententiarum magistri Petri Lumbardi antisti- 
tis Parisiensis, preinvocata benedicta Trinitate, de qua primus tractavit 
liber, que et gignendis rebus dedit initium et creatrix est mundi, supe- 
rest de ipsarum rerum creatione cum pietate diligentique perscrutatione 
sermonem aliquantulum contexere, nam ubi religionis et fidei res ge- 
ritur, opus est continuis vigilis excubare, ne quid in eam erroris aut 
superstitionis germen insiliat. 

Verum, venerabiles patres et magistri ceterique in Christo Ihesu fra- 
tres dilectissimi, maiorum meorum et predecessorum revocata ante ocu- 
los exempla exposcunt dicendi materiam sub verborum alicuius thema- 
tis brevitate perstringere. Ne vaganter et sine tramite decurrens oratio 
prolem degeneret abortivam, principiorum igitur per me factorum reac- 
cedat thema, illud videlicet: Perditio tua ex te Israhel, tantummodo in 
me auxilium tuum, Osee tertio decimo, «9». 

Michi revolventi, ferventi meditatione, divine Scripture tam spatiosa 
volumina, ut frequenter hoc unum solet occurrere, quod ipsis consulitur 
prosecutio salutis, fugaque perditionis. Et non incongrue aut infructuo- 
se, ut opinor. Nonne, percelebres viri, finis agendorum, nostra scilicet 
salus, ponitur fore principium ad operandum, movens universos? 

Sicut et archidoctor Ecclesie, beatus Petrus, canonica prima, capitulo 
primo, «9», finem fidei nostre fore salutem insinuavit, extollens laudem 
credentium in hac verborum forma: Credentes autem exultabitis letitia 
inenarrabili et glorificata reportantes fidei vestre finem, salutem anima- 
rum vestrarum, de qua salute exquisierunt atque scrutati sunt prophete, 
ubi glossa: *Que salus est multum amanda, quia de hac salute multi ex- 
quisierunt, quando vel quo ordine salus eterna mundo adveniret.” Quam 
tamen salutem salutare Dei Ihesus Christus se ipsum esse fatebatur, cum 
de beatitudine sermonem discipulis effundens, diceret eis eum videnti- 
bus: Multi reges et /150v/ prophete voluerunt videre que vos videtis, et 
non viderunt, Luce decimo, «24». Salutis etiam effectorem Psalmista 
Spiritu Sancto preinstructus decantabat, cum aiebat: Dominus, salus 
mea, Psalmo 26, «1». 

Verumtamen, et si salutis nostre Dominus Deus causa dicatur, et sit, 
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sic tamen causa est quod non tota, sed cum voluntate nostra pariter con- 
currente. Quod sensisse beatum Augustinum concepimus, cum dicebat: 
“Qui creavit te sine te, non iustificat te sine te.” Fulcimentum namque 
nostre salutis fides est, Teste Apostolo ad Romanos decimo, «10»: Cor- 
de enim creditur ad iustitiam, ore autem confessio fit ad salutem. Quod 
verbum tractans, beatus Augustinus Super Iohannem dicit: ^Corde cre- 
ditur, quia cetera potest homo nolens, credere non nisi volens.” 

Sed quante variabilitatis seu varie velleitatis sit nostra voluntas, que 
nostre salutis concausa est! Operationes ipse que facimus luce clarius 
ostentare non cessant, dummodo bona et salubria volumus et illico vix 
bonis inchoatis ad mala deflectimur, quibus et suplicia meremur. 

Nec sic derelinquimur peccatis obnoxii, sed a provisore universorum, 
Domino scilicet Deo, instabilitati nostre et vagationi voluntarie de ce- 
lo non modicum statim a mundi exordio promptum et stabilissimum 
auxilium porrectum est, dum Moyses ille eruditus in omni sapientia 
Egiptiorum, quem de flumine collectum filia pharaonis ut filium dile- 
xit et subsidiis regalibus fultum, omnibus secularis prudentie disciplinis 
informatum atque instructum, divinitus intonuit prememoratis antea 
tenebris abyssalibus peccatorum ignorantie et cecitatis humani cordis. 
Pro illustratione eiusdem cordis ac stabilitate, ad incommutabile lumen, 
quod Deus est, se convertens, prophetabat: Et Spiritus Domini ferebatur 
super aquas, Genesis primo, «2». Quod exponens Ysidorus Yspalensis 
episcopus dicit: “Et Spiritus Domini mistice ferebatur super aquas, ut 
corda scilicet fluctuantia que mentis quietem ammiserant" in melius re- 
vocaret.” 

O igitur peccator huius superlationis Spiritus Domini, noli oblivisci! 

Quapropter et optime nobis in hac lacrimarum valle mortali vita de 
gentibus quid agendum in voluntatis nostre stabilitatem /151r/ Apo- 
stolus consulvit, primo ad Thimotheum 2°, «4», pro salute, inquam, 
nostra et singulorum, Deum simpliciter exorare Filiumque eius unigeni- 
tum salvatorem nostrum: Qui omnes homines vult salvos fieri, Spiritum 
quoque Sanctum veritatis doctorem, ut nostra instabilitas fugatiove ea- 
rum certitudine contineatur, cum et oratione, veluti hauritorio, ex fonte 
boni gratia hauriatur. Cui hauriendi studio Psalmista usus est cum velut 
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parvulus, diffidens de suis viribus, et ad gratiam confugiens, cecinit: Os 
meum. aperui et attraxi Spiritum, Psalmo CXVIII?, «131», ubi glossa: 
* Aperui os, petendo, querendo, pulsando et sitiens hausi Spiritum,”, id 
est virtutem faciendi, quam per me habere non potui. Optimum enim 
est gratia stabilire cor, ad Hebreos ultimo, «13, 9». 

Cum ergo tam desides ac pigri simus ad orandum et petendum, contra 
Salvatoris iussum, Johannis 16, <24>: Petite et accipietis, idcirco quem- 
libet nostrum Deus alloquitur per prophetam Osee, quem ad hoc uxori 
fornicarie desponsavit ut adulteram animam, cuius vir Deus est, secun- 
dum Jeremiam «3, 1>, viro suo, Deo scilicet, reuniret, dicens: Perditio 
tua ex te, ut de perditione nostra, non Deum nostre salutis auxiliatorem, 
sed nosmetipsos inculparemus. 

Sed si libet profundius perditionis auctorem intueri, attende Symonem 
de Cassia, in opere suo ewangelico, libro 14° De morali gloria, capitulo 
21°, post traditam apostolis potestatem predicandi verbum vite, dicen- 
tem: "Quomodo salus aut dampnatio incunctanter proveniat aperuit 
Salvator cum dixit XI discipulis: Qui crediderit et baptizatus fuerit, sal- 
vus erit. Qui vero non crediderit, condempnabitur, Marci ultimo «16, 
16». Quia sicut creditum adicit credenti salutem, ita neganti contrarium 
parit. Juste ergo dampnantur et perduntur increduli, cum in credendis 
constituta est salus. In credendis quidem fide viva, non mortua, cum 
Spiritus Sancti per beatum lacobum expressa sit sententia: Fides sine 
operibus mortua est, Iacobi 2° <26>.” 

Postulemus igitur in fide salutis gratiam ab omnipotenti Deo, qui vult 
omnium salutem, “tum ex parte nature date, tum ex parte gratie oblate,” 
ut dicit dominus Bonaventura circa distinctionem 46%" primi Sententia- 
rum: “Dedit namque Deus nobis naturam secundum quam cognoscere 
possemus, et cognitum/151v/ querere, et quesitum invenire, et invento 
inherere, ac per hoc salutem optinere.” 

Insuper et gratiam optulit dum Filium suum in hunc mundum misit et 
optulit in mortem, cuius pretium omnium suffecit saluti. Leges etiam et 
mandata tribuit salutis, et presto est omnibus inquirentibus, et proprie 
est omnibus invocantibus eum. 

Recte ergo ex persona Dei propheta Osee personat perditionis causam 
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esse in nobis, pervenire autem ad salutem fore Dei auxilium, dicens: Per- 
ditio tua etc. Que fuerunt verba vestris reverentiis in principio proposita 
et sic ruditer introducta. 

Et hec de primo principali. 


/152r/ Quantum ad 2™ principale, inter omnes prisce auctoritatis viros 
huius alme matris mee facultatis theologice, ab omnibus consuetudo hec 
hactenus tenta est initiis librorum Sententiarum, si quem concurrere 
contingeret, contra eundem replicare et sibi invicem replicationes pro 
posse dissolvere. 

Idcirco pro solutione replicarum magistri mei, magistri Bartholomei 
de Traiecto superiori, nuper in suo principio quarti contra me factarum 
et mecum concurrentis, accedo ad materiam huius 2! libri Sententiarum 
Magistri Petri Lumbardi antistitis Parysiensis. 

Verum, si bene memoror, in principio meo primi Sententiarum, dum 
thema hoc perditio tua ex te, Israel, tantummodo in me auxilium tuum 
distingwerem et solito more particulas divisionis quattuor librorum Sen- 
tentiarum applicarem, dicebam pro tunc, quoad 2" membrum principale 
divisi thematis, rerum creationem ex nichilo indignissima creaturarum, 
scilicet homine, ostensam et manifestatam innui seu includi in hac the- 
matis particula: Ez te. 

Correspondenter ad 2™ librum Sententiarum, quem iam pre manibus 
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habemus, qui et incipit *Creationem rerum" etc. In quo quidem libro 
principaliter hominis condicio et eius lapsus sive deviatio determinatur. 
Qui quidem liber prima sui divisione dividitur in duas partes principa- 
les: in prima agit Magister de hominis condicione; in secunda autem de 
eius lapsu, ibi, distinctione XXI*: “Videns ergo Deus” etc. Quia vero 
homo communicat cum omnibus creaturis, et creatura facta fuit prop- 
ter hominem, ideo prima pars subdividitur in duas, quia primo agit de 
condicione rerum in generali, 2? in speciali, distinctione 2?, ibi, scilicet 
“De angelica vero natura.” Presens prima distinctio habet duas partes: 
prima determinat de condicione rerum quantum ad principium efficiens; 
2? vero quantum ad finem, ibi: ^Et quia non neque eius bonitatis" etc. 

Iuxta quam materiam distinctionis moveo talem tytulum questionis: 

Utrum Deus, qui est origo rerum, sit et finis earundem. 

Cuius questionis determinationem sequenti lectioni derelinquo. 


Et venio ad rationes seu replicas prefati magistri mei, magistri Bartho- 
lomei, qui in suo principio talem tenuit ordinem, videlicet quod primo 
solvit rationes meas quas in principio meo I Sententiarum feci contra 
dicta sua. 

2? nititur probare quod insufficienter solverim et non satis fecerim 
motivis suis pro confirmatione suorum dictorum adductis. 

3? replicat de novo contra dicta mea que posui in questione prima 
primi Sententiarum. 

Quia autem magister meus valde diffuse et late dicta sua posuit, de- 
crevi propter temporis brevitatem eadem strictius perstringere /152v/ 

Ad primam rationem meam quam posui ad probandum contra magi- 
strum meum quod per nullam potentiam Dei creatio creature sit com- 
municabilis — et ratio erat hec: “quia creatio vergit in gloriam Dei, 
Ysaie 43°, <7>: In gloriam meam creavi eum. Et in principio Genesis 
«1, 1>, Moyses in gloriam Dei eructat: In principio creavit Deus celum 
et terram; dicit autem Dominus Deus per prophetam Ysaiam «42, 8»: 
Gloriam meam alteri non dabo; Deus igitur creationem creature non 
communicabit" — 

Respondet Magister meus huic rationi per distinctionem glorie isto 
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modo, videlicet quod gloria Dei uno modo sit ipsius Dei magnificentia, 
summa bonitas vel nobilitas, propter quam Deo debetur summe hono- 
rificentie cultus. Sed 2? modo gloria Dei dicatur sublimis, clara, et lata 
fama eius, quo summe veneratur ab electis suis. Tunc ultra dicit re- 
sponsive quod gloriam Dei primo modo dictam, que met Deus est, Deus 
nulli creature communicare potest, tamen virtutem creativam limita- 
tam et dependentem creature communicatam per possibile dicit vergi in 
gloriam Dei 2? modo dictam. 


Sed, salva reverentia magistri mei, huiusmodi distinctio non est ad pro- 
positum. Et multipliciter defectuosa est sua solutio. 

Primum sic ostendo: quia cum queritur et investigatur utrum crea- 
tio sit creature communicabilis, in quo nostra versatur contentio sive 
pugna, non inquiritur de latria aut cultu Dei, sed de causalitate crea- 
ture, quamvis tamen verum sit quod creatura lege nature astringitur 
secundario et ex consequenti ad Dei honorificentiam et cultum. Isto au- 
tem modo, iuxta positionem magistri mei, creatura penitus a servitute 
absolveretur. 

Quod sic ostendo: quia creatio est totius substantie secundum totum. 
Ista est una maxima patens et infallibilis. Creatura igitur per creatio- 
nem cepit esse a creante potentia. Sed quantum aliquid recipit ab alio, 
tantum ei tenetur. Si igitur creatura ab alia creatura crearetur, iuxta 
ymaginationem possibilem magistri mei, et cum possibile sit ponibile, 
ponatur ergo creaturam creare: tunc creanti creature creatura creata se 
totam deberet et obligaretur, et nichil Deo, et per consequens ab ob- 
sequio Dei huiusmodi creata creatura penitus esset libera et inastricta 
et absoluta et nullo modo obligata — quod pia fides respuit, pariter et 
abnegat ratio. 

2™ etiam declaro, videlicet quod solutio data ex distinctione prefa- 
ta /153r/ multipliciter est defectuosa. Primo, quia dicit quod “creatio 
activa, id est virtus creativa activa, 2? modo dicta vergit in gloriam 
Dei" Modo hec glossa *creatio activa, id est virtus creativa activa," 
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repugnat gramatice, quia cum creatio sit nomen verbale, terminatum 
in ‘tio’, actionem aut passionem designat, non virtutem sive potentiam, 
cum potentia sive virtus, ex 9"? Metaphysice, dicat solum habitudinem 
et respectum ad actum, non ipsum actum. 

2°, defectuosa est solutio in hoc quod dicit gloriam primo modo accep- 
tam, scilicet pro supereminentissima magnificentia, aut summa bonitate 
aut nobilitate Dei, quod sit Deus met, et illa nulli creature communicari 
possit, et tamen magister meus eandem gloriam creature communicat 
secundum possibilitatem, cum dicit in sua positione creationem sive *- 
productionem alicuius ex nichilo, id est nullo presupposito ex parte pro- 
ducti," creature esse communicabilem de potentia Dei absoluta. In quo 
quidem dicto Dei proprium, quod est creare, attribuit ipsi creature, in 
hoc derogans infinite virtuti Dei et omnipotentie eius, que sola non eget 
ad producendum aliquo nature fulcimenta. 

Et in eodem dicto, per potentiam absolutam Dei quam ponit, penitus 
divinum subtrahit ordinem. Quod sic probo post dominum Bonaventu- 
ram super primo Sententiarum, circa distinctionem 43°™, ubi expresse 
determinat quod omnis potentia Dei est ordinata, et inconveniens sit di- 
cere de potentia absoluta. Quod fundat hac ratione, scilicet quia nichil 
potest Deus quod non possit ordinate. Posse enim inordinate facere est 
non posse, sicut posse peccare et posse mentiri, cum posse peccare sit 
impotentie ex hoc quod ponit inordinationem ad actum. 

3°, in prefata solutione magister meus concludit quod virtus activa 
creandi creature communicata non est gloria Dei formaliter, nec pri- 
mo nec 2? modo. Nec ratio mea unquam supposuit potentiam activam 
creandi fore gloriam Dei, sed assumpsit creationem vergere in gloriam 
Dei, ex hoc scilicet quod creatio pullulat et exoritur ex sola omnipoten- 
tia. Modo solus Deus omnipotens a Christi fidelibus affirmatur, et in 
hoc ab eisdem glorificatur et laudatur. 


Ad 2?" rationem meam, que est Bonaventure circa principium ?! Sen- 
tentiarum, que erat ista: “quia creatio est inter non esse et esse, inter 
que est infinita distantia, ad quam actio /153v/ creature se non exten- 
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dit, cum quelibet creatura sit virtutis finite, non infinite. Nulla igitur 
creatura creabit? — 

Respondet magister meus primo quod hec ratio innitatur falso fun- 
damento, illo videlicet, quod creans incipiat suam actionem a termino 
a quo et pertingat ad terminum ad quem, inter quos terminos est di- 
stantia infinita, qui termini sunt non esse vel nichil et esse sive aliquid, 
termini contradictorii, quod falsum dicit esse, secundum strictitudinem 
veri sermonis loquendo. 


Sed revera, cum omni reverentia et humilitate magistri mei, ratio fac- 
ta innititur verissimo et solidissimo fundamento, huic videlicet, quod 
idem esse et non esse est impossibile. Quod quidem fundamentum, teste 
etiam Aristotele in Prima philosophia sua, semen est omnis doctrine. 
Unde et repugnantia inter non esse et esse est maxima, ad quam etiam 
Aristoteles ultimate omne inconveniens reducit in suis argumentationi- 
bus contra adversarios, dicens: tunc idem esset et non esset, velud ibi sit 
status omnis inconvenientis. Secundum igitur strictitudinem veri sermo- 
nis, inter non esse et esse est infinitissima distantia, et per consequens 
si omnino nichil debet reduci ad aliquid, et surgere in esse hoc solum 
erit ab agente infinite virtutis, cuiusmodi est Deus, quia et impossibile 
est creaturam, que limitata et artata est, agere per potentiam infinitam. 
Nec, cum reverentia magistri mei, fundamentum rationis facte est sicut 
ipse ponit, videlicet quod creans incipiat suam actionem a termino a 
quo et pertingat ad terminum ad quem, quia terminus a quo in creatio- 
ne est met creans, scilicet Deus, in quem non cadit inceptio, Jacobi 1? 
«17»: Apud quem non est transmutatio, nec vicissitudinis obumbratio. 
Unde creatio dicitur esse de nichilo, creatio etiam nichilominus dicitur 
esse a Deo. Ideo creatio habitudinem dicit ad non esse precedens, et ad 
summum esse producens, de ratione sui nominis, et sic creatio significat 
exitum de non esse in esse. 

2? decipit magister meus semetipsum false arguendo, semper tamen 
cum reverentia magistri mei, cum sic dicit: /154r/ *Creatio etiam secun- 
dum antiquos doctores, qui sunt de via magistri mei, vere et realiter non 
habet nisi unum terminum, puta terminum ad quem. Unde cum non 
esse nichil sit in rerum natura, tunc ab eo vere et realiter non incipitur 
motus, nec attingitur ab agente, et ex consequente non vere et realiter 
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est distantia inter non esse et esse.” Nam ipse arguit acsi creatio esset 
motus, qui est endelechia, sive actus entis, qui quidem motus partim est 
in termino a quo et partim in termino ad quem — quod falsum est, cum 
motus sit mutatio temporalis in esse, sed creatio est sine tempore muta- 
tio ad esse, nichil aliud ponens quam nunc primo esse. Et ideo non ponit 
aliquid aliud quam esse secundum rem. Et sic creatio in comparatione 
ad non esse dicit medium non diversum per essentiam, sed secundum 
rationem. 

Magister meus etiam subsumit falsum. Dicit enim quod distantia pro- 
prie solum sit inter existentia, sicut et differentia. Nam si magister meus 
bene inspexisset Aristotelem, V? Metaphysice, de distinctionibus nomi- 
num, ipse reperisset quod illa proprie dicuntur differentia quecumque 
diversa sunt idem aliquid entia, id est quecumque sunt diversa et conve- 
niunt in aliquo eodem. Et si considerate pervidisset decimo Metaphysice, 
ipse reperisset in qualibet oppositione fore distantiam. Constat autem 
contradictionem que est inter ens et non ens esse maximam oppositio- 
num, igitur in contradictione erit distantia. 

Ulterius insufficienter dicit magister meus quando dicit: *Ex motivo 
magistri mei, sequitur quod nulla natura possit subito producere aliquid 
vel generare aliquid simpliciter, Eo quod inter tales terminos productio- 
nis vel generationis est distantia infinita, quia terminus a quo est non 
esse, terminus ad quem est esse, sicut in creatione, ut patet ex communi 
philosophia." Certe ego nego consequens illatum. Cuius causa est quia 
generatio simpliciter dicta, ut patet per Philosophum primo De genera- 
tione, est ex potestate substantia. Et sic terminus a quo generationis 
substantie non est omnino non ens, ymmo est potestate ens. Ideo etiam 
dicitur generatio ab Aristotele “transmutatio huius totius in hoc totum,” 
nullo subiecto ut sensibili manente eodem. Secus autem est de creatione, 
in qua simpliciter non ens exit in esse. Nec, ut magister meus assumit, 
illa est communis philosophia, cum communis philosophia solum sit illo- 
rum /154v/ qui insequuntur Aristotelem, principem Perypatheticorum. 

Similiter deficit magister meus in allegatione dicti Dinandi, cum assu- 
mit formam et privationem se habere sicut ens et nichil, quorum distan- 
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tiam absolvit agens naturale. Nam privatio non est purum nichil, cum 
Aristoteles primo Physicorum, probando privationem esse unum princi- 
pium rerum naturalium de tribus principiis, et esse principium per se 
fieri rei, dicit ipse: Omne quod fit, fit per se ex opposito. Et exemplifi- 
cat: musicum fit ex non musico, non ex quolibet non musico, sed ex in 
musico. 

De duplici autem consideratione distantie inter ens et non ens, quam 
ponit, ut dicit magister meus, Sanctus Thomas in Scripto quarti, illa non 
sit ad propositum. Et ego non multum debeam gaudere de ea, assignans 
causam, “eo quod creatio, que est mutatio, non respicit distantiam ex 
parte non entis, sed ex parte entis, que distantia est finita" Salva re- 
verentia magistri mei, bene credo quod distinctio sua de consideratione 
duplici ipsius distantie inter ens et non ens non sit ad propositum, ut per 
se fatetur. Nego tamen sibi quod creatio penitus non respiciat distan- 
tiam ex parte non entis. Inymaginabile enim est et inintelligibile quod 
distantia inter ens et non ens non respiceret utrumque, cum medium 
respiciat extrema. Nec sequitur, ut magister meus videtur pretendere, 
‘Ens finitum est, igitur ens non distat a non ente infinite’, cum distantia 
importet respectum intermedium inter ens et non ens et non respectum 
ad unum extremum tantum. 


Ad tertiam rationem meam, qua sic arguebam: “creatura creatione esset 
producta et effecta; si igitur ipsa creatura crearet, efficeret creationem, 
et per creationem esset effecta; igitur idem esset efficiens et effectum, et 
idem gigneret se, quod non capit intellectus" — 

Respondet magister meus concedendo quod creatura creationem effi- 
ceret, loquendo de creatione passiva, que est quid creatum. Et negat 
ultimum illatum, scilicet quod ergo idem gigneret se. Et dat simile de 
generato per generationem effecto, quod ulterius etiam generationem 
efficit. 

Cum reverentia magistri mei, consequentia est optima, quia ex quo in 
rebus est ordo fluens a primo in medium, capiam igitur primam creatio- 
nem /155r/ et sit A. De illo A arguam sic: A est prima rerum creatarum, 
igitur A est maxime potentie et virtutis, et maioris quam quodcumque 
2" creatum, ut suppono. Et ergo si creatura creationem efficiat, ma- 
xime A habebit posse creare ex se, quantum est ex parte producti, ut 
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dicit positio magistri mei, secluso omni alio. Ponatur igitur illud posse 
in esse, et cum iam seclusus sit Deus et omne creatum, ex casu posito, 
A creat; et non nisi se, quia non Deum, nec aliud creatum, cum per 
casum nullum aliud creatum sit; ergo À creabit et gignet semetipsum, 
quod erat consequens illatum. 

Et tantum de primo puncto quo magister meus rationes per me factas 
nitebatur dissolvere, sed, ut clare deductum est, minime solute sunt. 


Sed quoad 2", ubi magister meus nititur ostendere quod non satis fe- 
cerim motivis suis, dicens quod creare creature communicatum dicat 
limitationem et habeat dependentiam ab ipso primo, quod necessario 
presupponit ex parte producentis. 

Sed mirabile est valde de magistro meo quod limitationem ponit in 
creante creatura ex parte producentis, cum omnis artatio et limita- 
tio creature sit per susceptaculum creature sive subsistentiam creature, 
quod in spiritualibus a Boetio in libro De ebdomadibus dicitur ‘quod 
est’, et in materialibus dicitur ‘materia’. 

Item si creare isto modo dicit limitationem in suo dorso, ut refert ma- 
gister meus, tunc ex se habet limitationem, non ex parte producentis. 
Et per consequens erit finite virtutis, non infinite virtutis sive omnipo- 
tentie, cum soli Deo conveniat omnipotentia. Quod et fidei symbolum 
ipsorum Apostolorum innuere videtur, cum omnipotentie illico annectit 
creationem, dicens: Credo in Deum Patrem omnipotentem, creatorem 
celi et terre, quasi in creatione velut in effectu reluceat omnipotentia. 


Magister meus ulterius tangit, et valde difficulter, cum dicit: *Item de 
facto sic est quod agens naturale producit aliquem effectum cum con- 
cursu materie, sed totam causalitatem, tam agentis naturalis, quam ma- 
terie, cum sit finita, Deus potest unire in uno simplici agente, quo facto, 
tale plenarie causaliter effectum illum continens poterit ipsum produ- 
cere, nullo principio materiali concurrente, ita quod ab ipso fluat sicut 
gutta de fonte” 

Dico quod utique Deus posset, sed non faciet, nec fiet. Primo, non 
faciet, quia ex quo Deus operatur secundum sapientiam et distinctio- 
nem, tunc considerat congruitatem agendi et convenientiam, non autem 


336 susceptaculum: PROCLUS, Elementatio theologica translata a Guillelmo de Mor- 
becca, prop. 205-210, ed. H. BOESE, Leiden 1987, pp. 100-102. 337-338 quod est: 
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CATHOLICAE, Concilium Nicaenum I a. 325, expositio fidei, p. 5, 1. 2. 
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conveniens est Deo condiciones rerum auferre. Nec fiet, quia tante ac- 
tivitatis creata creatura non est capax, ymmo impossibile est /155v/ 
totam Dei activitatem recipi a creatura. 

Verum, quia secundum Commentatorem, impossibile est admitten- 
dum dummodo ex eo non arguatur, admisso illo quod Deus totam cau- 
salitatem, tam agentis naturalis, quam materie, uniat in uno simplici 
agente, adhuc effectus ab eodem simplici agente non flueret sicut gutta 
de fonte. Et causa est quia cum illud simplex agens non esset Deus, 
tunc non esset sua actio seu sua causalitas, ergo in productione effectus 
servaret condicionem causalitatis agentis naturalis et materie, que est 
semper in materia. Et tamen ex casu posito non esset in materia, et sic 
esset in materia et non esset in materia, ergo casus implicat. Et causa- 
litas etiam illa esset secundum modum materie et tamen non secundum 
modum materie, ex quo, secundum Boetium: “Omne quod recipitur, 
recipitur per modum recipientis, et non recepti." 


Ulterius magister meus impugnat aliam solutionem meam de repugnan- 
tia. Dico quod magister meus non aspexit causam repugnantie quam 
posui, videlicet limitationem nature create sive artationem, que non at- 
tingit distantiam inter non esse et esse. Nec sequitur: ‘Est repugnantia 
ex parte producti, ergo producto simpliciter repugnat ex nichilo pro- 
duci’, ut arguit magister meus. Et causa quare non sequatur hec est: 
quia Deus productum produxit ex nichilo et non ipsa creatura producti 
produxit productum. 

Et quando ulterius dicit magister meus, probando quod ratione pro- 
ductionis non est repugnantia, quia tali productione potest a Deo pro- 
duci — illam nego, saltem ut posse refertur ad produci. Secus esset si 
referreretur ad producere. 


De tertio, in quo magister meus adversatur michi in duobus — primo in 
hoc quod dicebam theologiam esse specialem scientiam et esse de om- 
nibus, sive sint res, sive signa, inquantum induunt rationem credibilis, 
et secundo quod dicebam theologiam esse scientiam affectivam — hoc 
requireret magnam tractationem propter multa subtilia puncta que te- 
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tigit magister meus in suo principio. Ideo ne generem fastidium vestris 
paternitatibus et reverentiis, ad presens supersedeo. 


Et converto me ad gratiarum actiones. 

Regratior ergo in primis omnipotenti Deo trino et uno, beate Dei 
genitrici Marie Virgini totique curie supercelesti, qui donis suis et inter- 
cessionibus me hucusque preservaverunt. 

Deinde vobis, magistris meis et dominis et omnibus benefactoribus vi- 
vis et defunctis, vobis et ipsis optando requiem ac beatitudinem eternam, 
cuius nos participes efficiat qui sine fine vivit et regnat. 

Amen. 


Appendix no. II 


Bartolomaeus de Traiecto 
Brocardae duae ad secundum librum Sententiarum 
Tübingen, Universitätsbibliothek, Mc. 31, f. 137r 


Duo dicta posui brocardica. Primum, quod creatio est creature com- 
municabilis de potentia Dei absoluta, prout scilicet creatio dicit pro- 
ductionem alicuius ex nichilo, id est nullo presupponito quantum est ex 
parte producti, licet non sit aliqui creature communicata nec in futurum 
communicabilibus de potentia ordinata. 

Secundam partem declaravi per multa dicta sanctorum qui loquuntur 
ad hoc quod creatio non sit creature communicabilis, quos omnes traxi 
ad sensum. 

Secunde partis conclusionis primam partem probavi multipliciter. Pri- 
mo, quia nulla apparet contradictio vel repugnantia in hoc quod Deus 
per suam infinitam potentiam et immensam bonitatem vellet active ali- 
quid fieri a creatura sine passo, ita quod innixionem actionis creature 
ad passum vel terminum a quo et eius habitudinem suppleret Deus, et 
aliunde secum produceret actionem suam sine passo sicud prius cum 
passo. 

Et confirmatur, nam si repugnantiam aliquam in se clauderet, maxi- 
me esset illa, quia per creationem talem creature attributam argueretur 
creatura talis creans infinita vel esse extra limites creature posita. Sed 
nullum illorum. Maior est adversariorum. Minor patet. Non primum, 
quia si argueretur infinita, vel hoc esset ratione termini producti, aut 
ratione productionis passive, aut ratione distantie inter terminum a quo 
et terminum ad quem, «aut» ratione modi producendi. Non primum, 
eo quod omnis terminus productus creationis est finitus. Similiter de- 
claratur 2", Nec 3™, videlicet ratione distantie, quia nulla est distantia 
ibi, quoniam taxanda sit secundum quantitatem termini positivi, qui est 
finitus. Unde non videtur ibi esse potius distantia infinita que impedit 
quam in productione qua producitur forma modo naturali de non esse 
ad esse in materia. 

Nec potest dici 2", videlicet quod ponit creaturam extra limites crea- 
ture, nam cum creare illo modo non excludit dependentiam in ipsa crea- 
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tura creature, nec excludit dependentiam ipsius in creando ab alio crean- 
te secum cui concreat, sed solum innixum ipsius cause 2° super subiec- 
tum sive materiam, qua sustentatur actio cuius vicem potest supplere 
Deus in tali productione seu creatione, non ut Deus sit materia, sed ut vi 
sua sustentante actionem active, actio sic sustentata fluat ab agente sibi 
concreante, ita, videtur, non oporteat talem actionem inniti materie. 


Secundum dictum posui in conclusione tertia eiusdem articuli, quod 
quamvis mundum vel aliam rem creatam fuisse ab eterno pro nunc est 
impossibile, adhuc tamen tale fuisse ab eterno non includit repugnan- 
tiam per se et absolute. 

Prima pars patet, quia eius opponitum est pro nunc necessarium eo 
quod transivit in preteritum. 

Secundam partem declaravi sicud declarat eam magister Henricus de 
Euta in Questionibus, et fundatur declaratio super illo, quia de ratione 
creature tria sunt, scilicet quod sit ens, et quod sit producta ab alio, et 
quod sit de nichilo, saltim quantum ultimam resolutionem etc. 

Variis occupatus, non scribo probationem ulteriorem, quia non cre- 
do quod sit necesse. Et sicud dixi vobis, M. Henricus de Euta omnia 
argumenta quodammodo antiquorum, que in ista materia consueverunt, 
adduci, multa et difficilia. Etiam Holkot et aliorum modernorum ipse ad 
oppositum adducit, tam primi dicti quam etiam 2. Si placuerit videre, 
invenietis ibi bene difficiles rationes intricatas, multe valde etiam in nu- 
mero. Et non oportebit multum vos occupare si non habueritis eum in 
Helpronna. Postquam venietis ad Heydelbergum in una nocte colligetis 
contra me tot rationes possetis. Ad duas habeas igitur replicare, etiam 
in difficilibus argumentis que varias difficultates tangunt. 
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The Cistercian Matthew of 
Zbraslav, socius of a Pre-Radical 
Jan Hus, and Their Prague 
Principial Debate* 


Monica Brinzei 
(IRHT-DEBATE project) 


The manuscript Wroclaw, Biblioteka Uniwersytecka, cod. I. F. 183 
opens with an elegant portrait of Nicholas Lakmann and contains the 
complete text of his lectures on the Sentences of Peter Lombard read in 
1444 at the University of Erfurt.! The codex closes with a one-folio ex- 
cerpt about grace that ends with the following attribution on folio 377vb: 
Hec de gratia et merito. Magister Matheus de Aula Regia super secun- 
dum Sententiarum, distinctione 26. In 1967 this final note, with the ref- 
erence to book II, distinction 26, enabled Kassian Lauterer to attribute 
the anonymous commentary on book II in manuscript Leipzig, Univer- 
sitátsbibliothek 418 to Matthew of the Cistercian abbey of Zbraslav (in 
German Matthäus von Kônigsaal and in Latin Mattheus de Aula Regia), 


S This paper has received founding from the ERC (European Research Coun- 


cil) under the European Union's Horizon 2020 research and innovation pro- 
gram: Grant Agreement n? 771589) within the framework of ERC-DEBATE: 
https://debate-erc.com. Chris Schabel was my innate reader and I am grateful 
for his constructive remarks. 

In his description of this codex Meier does not refer to this portrait: P.L. MEIER, 
O.F.M., “De Nicolai Lakmann Commentario in Sententias," Scriptorium 4 
(1950), pp. 26-39, here pp. 33-34. The manuscript is now accessible on the 
website of the library. For Lakmann's Sentences see S. KrrANOV, “The Con- 
cept of Beatific Enjoyment (Fruitio Beatifica) in the Sentences Commentaries 
of Some Pre-Reformation Erfurt Theologiens," in Medieval Commentaries on 
the Sentences of Peter Lombard, ed. P.W. ROSEMANN, vol. 2, Leiden 2015, 
pp. 315-366, here pp. 352-357. 
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also known as Matthäus von Steynhuz:? the excerpt on folio 377 in the 
Wroclaw codex matches verbatim the text of book II, distinction 26, in 
the Leipzig manuscript.? 

I have found independent confirmation of Lauterer's attribution in 
none other than Jan Hus. The commentary on book II in the Leipzig 
manuscript is preceded by the anonymous author's Principium on the 
same book. At the end of Hus's own fourth and final principium, on 
book IV, Hus quotes from the Leipzig principium on book II verbatim 
and explicitly states that it is the second Principium magistri Mathei, 
whom Hus identifies elsewhere in his Principium as Mattheus de Aula 
Regia. There are thus three reasons to turn our attention to Matthew 
of Zbraslav's second Principium: 

Primo, because the Cistercian Matthew of Zbraslav was a socius of 
Jan Hus. Whereas Lauterer dated Matthew’s Sentences lectures to 
“1405/06,” a date that has been accepted in the literature, he par- 
ticipated with Hus in the same principial disputations in Prague while 
both read the Sentences in 1408-1409. Surprisingly, their direct con- 
frontation, which could shed some new light on Jan Hus as a young 
bachelor of theology, remains largely unexplored.? 


K. LAUTERER, “Matthäus von Kónigssaal als Theologe," Cistercienser Chronik 
74 (1967), pp. 129-141 and pp. 170-180, here p. 132. On the same author 
see K. LAUTERER, “Der Hymnenkommentar Matthäus’ von Kónigssaal," Cister- 
cienser Chronik 73 (1966), pp. 33-43 and 71-75 and “Matthäus von Kônigssaal 
(+1427),” Cistercienser Chronik 71 (1964), pp. 93-109. 

For a description of the manuscript see R. HELSSIG, Katalog der Hand- 
schriften der Universitäts-Bibliothek zu Leipzig. IV Die Lateinischen und 
Deutschen Handschriften. I Band: Die Theologischen Handschriften, Leipzig 
1926, pp. 645-646. 

LAUTERER, “Matthäus von Kónigssaal als Theologe,” p. 141. On the assumption 
that Prague Sentences lectures lasted two years, in B. STUDT, “Matthäus von 
Kónigsaal (M. de Steynhuz)," in Neue Deutsche Biographie 16 (1990), p. 396, 
Matthew's lectures are dated “1405-07.” 

Although the Sentences commentary of Jan Hus has been edited by W. FLA- 
JSHANS, Mag. Johannis Hus super IV Sententiarum, Prague 1904-1906, and 
there is convenient access to his principial debates through this edition (Prin- 
cipium I: pp. 17-29; Principium II: pp. 200-205; Principium III: pp. 383-389; 
Principium IV: pp. 517-521), there is no study investigating the doctrinal ex- 
change between Hus and his socii. See F.M. BARTOŠ, *Hus' Commentary on 
the Sentences of Peter Lombard," Communio Viatorum 2 (1960), pp. 145-157; 
O. PAVLICEK, “The Chronology of the Life and Work of Jan Hus,” in A Com- 
panion to Jan Hus, ed. F. SMAHEL, coll. O. PAVLICEK, Leiden-Boston 2015, 
pp. 9-68, here pp. 21-22. 


The Cistercian Matthew of Zbraslav 


Secundo, because Matthew’s principial text, along with Hus’s prin- 
cipia, provides more evidence for how delivering principia, a mandatory 
exercise in all medieval faculties of theology, was practiced in Prague. 

Tertio, because this principium allows us to discover the doctrinal 
profile of the author and offers information not only about an intellectual 
custom, but also about how these texts or debates mirrored partially or 
totally the philosophical profile of this Cistercian from the first decade 
of the fifteenth century. 

Therefore, this paper aims to focus on the case study of Matthew of 
Zbraslav in order to explore how his surviving principium on book II 
reflects how principial debates functioned in the Faculty of Theology of 
Prague at the beginning of the fifteenth century. I will try to determine 
if there is any stylistic continuity between Prague and other medieval 
faculties of theology in which principia were performed. Since Matthew's 
text survives only as a fragment, I will use Jan Hus's principia, and from 
Hus's report of their dialogue I will extract the doctrines that Hus puts 
in Matthew's mouth. An appendix to this paper offers a transcription of 
Matthew's principium from manuscript Leipzig, Universitätsbibliothek 
418, ff. 305ra-308rb. 


Matthew of Zbraslav and the recommendatio 
and protestatio in His Principium in II 


Matthew of Zbraslav’s vita can be reduced to a few dates. He was 
Master of Arts in Prague in 1404, as we shall see he read the Sentences 
in Prague in 1408-1410, and he is accordingly mentioned as bachelor 
formatus on 20 March 1410. The last trace of him in Prague is dated 
a year later, 18 March 1411, when he was a dispensator librorum at the 
university. In the wake of the famous decree of Kutná Hora of 18 January 
1409, amid the exodus of German students from Prague,’ Matthew left 


LAUTERER, “Matthäus von Kônigssaal als Theologe," pp. 129-131; STUDT, 
“Matthäus von Kónigsaal (M. de Steynhuz).” 

On the decree of Wenceslaus IV, see O. MARIN, La patience ou le zéle. Les 
Francais devant le hussitisme (années 1400-années 1510) (Collection des Etudes 
Augustiniennes, 56), Paris 2020, pp. 54-56, and O. Marin, La Réforme Com- 
mence à Prague. Histoire des Hussites X V^-XX* siècle, Paris 2021, pp. 100-101. 
On the departure of German students from Prague, see Smahel’s chapter “The 
Kuttenberger Decree and the Withdrawal of the German Schools from Prague in 
1409,” in his book Die Prager Universitat im Mittelalter. Gesammelte Aufsátze, 
Leiden-Boston 2007, pp. 159-171. 
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the city at some point, delivering a sermon at the Council of Constance 
on 4 July 1417. Matthew probably spent the remainder of his life at the 
Cistercian abbey of Altzella between Leipzig and Dresden in Germany, 
where he was buried in 1427 in the chapel just in front of the library.? 
At Constance he is referred to as sacre theologie professor, so we suppose 
that Matthew was licensed and incepted in theology in Prague before 
he went into exile. 

Lauterer established the catalogue of Matthew's surviving texts, in- 
cluding à commentary on Matthew, fragments of his commentary on 
book II of the Sentences, his principium on the same book, and sermons 
and disputations from his Prague period.? Matthew's surviving princi- 
pium on book II of the Sentences is a sophisticated piece of evidence for 
principia in Prague. At the first glance, one might think that this par- 
ticular author was very careful and constantly desired to engage with his 
public, explaining step by step not only the structure of his text but also 
the meaning of his division. It may be, however, that by Matthew's time 
the practice of principia had become so well established that a precise 
and predictable formula for initiating the principial exercise had been 
adopted among sententiarii baccalaurei. Matthew seems to follow this 
pattern, so from the very first paragraph the reader is welcomed with a 
clear explanation about the tripartite division of the text together with 
an exposition of the meaning of each part of this structure: 

(1) First, a brief recommendation of Holy Scripture to arouse the 

affection of the mind. 

(2) Second, the determination of a short question to provoke the in- 

tellect to reflection. 

(3) Third, the confrontation with the bachelor's socii to find the truth 

through doctrinal discussion. !0 


“1427. Obiit frater Mattheus Doctor sacre theologie sepultus in ambitu ante li- 
brariam,” in E. BEYER, Cistercienser-Stift und Kloster Alt-Zelle in dem Bisthum 
Meißen, Dresden 1855, p. 114, n. 5. See also L. SCHMIDT, Beiträge zur Ge- 
schichte der wissenschaftlichen Studien in sächsischen Klöstern VI. Altzelle 
(1897), pp. 217-219. 

See note 2 above. For the disputations in Prague, see Sermo academicus in do- 
minica 16 post pentecosten (ff. 51r-57r), conserved in the manuscript Augsburg, 
Universitátbibliothek, Cod. II. 4° 57 within a collection of disputed questions 
and sermons from the University of Prague gathering materials of some of his 
fellows: Jan Hus, Peter of Znoyma, Nicolaus of Stoer, John of Frankenstein, 
etc. A new description of this manuscript is in H. HARDO, Lateinische mit- 
telalterliche Handschriften in Quarto der Universitätsbibliothek Augsburg. Die 
Signaturengruppen Cod. 1.2.4? und Cod. II.1.4, Wiesbaden 2007, pp. 378-395. 
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This structure seems to be conventional for a baccalareus principiatu- 
rus, the candidate who is about to begin presenting his principium. It 
is interesting to note here the use of a sort of neologism, principiaturus, 
since I have not found this term before the end of the fourteenth cen- 
tury when it was circulating in the Faculty of Theology in Vienna, where 
we find it in manuscript Erfurt, CA 173 in Paul of Gelria’s principia." 
Later it seems to be embraced by scholars in Leipzig,!? and it became 
very current during the fifteenth century. 

After this synthetic explanation of the construction of his principium, 
Matthew introduces the biblical thema with which he will open his rec- 
ommendation of Scripture, which is usually a rhetorical exercise to in- 
flame the spirit. Many chapters in this volume discuss the fact that 
the choice of biblical thema often hides a pun on the name, origins, 
or religious order of the author. Matthew chose a passage from Luke, 
Benedicta, tu, inter mulieres (1:42), Blessed art thou among women, re- 
ferring to Mary. At first, the feminine resonance of this biblical passage 
does not seem to tell us anything about Matthew as a male persona, 
but the fact that the words were spoken by Elizabeth might not be 
accidental: Matthew's Cistercian abbey of Aula Regia, or Zbraslav in 


principium in secundum librum Sententiarum. Principiaturus in secundum li- 
brum Sententiarum tria principalia habeo facere in presenti actu. Primo premit- 
tam brevem Sacre Scripture recommendationem, ut excitetur mentis affectus. 
Secundo subiungam brevioris questionis determinationem, ut perficiatur intel- 
lectus. Tertio faciam brevissimam cum magistris reverendis mecum in sententiis 
concurrentibus replicationem, ut inquiratur veritatis effectus, quia, Christi iu- 
vante gratia, maris magni, Sacre videlicet Scripture, parte non parva iam in 
primo libro Sententiarum transacta, grandis restat mihi adhuc via.” 

In manuscript Erfurt, CA 173, ff. 266r-279r, Gelria's principia are introduced 
as follows: “Principiaturus in lecturam libri Sententiarum iuxta laudabilem con- 
suetudinem in hac alma facultate" E. Lukács is currently preparing the edition 
of Paul of Gelria’s principia. 

For example, all the four principia edited from manuscript Leipzig, UB 158, 
ff. 13r-16r, 17r-19v, 25r-30v, 31r-33v, 41r—43v are introduced by a formula 
using this term: “Principiaturus in primum Sententiarum iuxta laudabilem pre- 
clare theologice facultatis consuetudinem 4 in hoc actu sum facturus: Primo 
divinum auxilium de celo prestandum humiliter implorabo, 2? sanctissimam div- 
inamque scientiam, videlicet theologiam, primo in generali et deinde in speciali 
quoad libros Sententiarum pro posse meo recommendabo, 3? questionem deter- 
minaturus et contra magistrorum meorum mecum in Sententiis concurrentium 
dicta replicabo, 4*? et ultimo pro presentis actus completione gratiarum actiones 
reserabo”: G. BUCHWALT, T. HERRLE, Redeakte bei Erwerbung der akademis- 
chen Grade an der Universität Leipzig im 15. Jahrhundert aus Handschriften 
der Leipziger Universitätsbibliothek, Wiesbaden 1921, p. 48. 
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Czech, had as a generous patron Queen Elizabeth of Bohemia (11330), 
who was considered a ‘second founder’ of Aula Regia Abbey.!? It is 
thus possible that Matthew tried to be subtle and inserted a clin d’œil 
to his Cistercian roots in Aula Regia Abbey, dedicated to the Virgin 
Mother and sponsored by Queen Elizabeth. In his recommendation of 
the Bible, Matthew also explains how he uses the biblical thema: each 
of the four terms of the biblical quotation introduces the subject matter 
and the presentation of each of the four books of the Sentences.!^ His 
testimony shows that the Bible thema is not just a rhetorical piece to 
inflame the spirit, but also a sort of methodological tool by which the 
reader is guided through the text of the Lombard. That is, the biblical 
quotation is a vehicle to navigate from Scripture to theoretical theology. 

In endorsing Holy Scripture, Matthew first identifies two main types 
of science, scilicet the science of Scripture and the science huius saeculi. 
While the first produces humility, devotion, and mercy, leads to the 
contemplation of the Word, comforts the simple soul, raises the spirit, 
and builds up (aedificat), the second serves vanity, provokes anger and 
frustration, fails to fulfil the insatiable appetite for knowledge, creates 
saeculi amatores, leads to depression, inflames the mind, speaks only 
about the mundane realities, and does not contribute to lift the spirit 
from a lower level. This rhetoric on the depravity of science huius sae- 
culi displays Matthew's interest in highlighting the central role of the 
theological science. Matthew thus introduces a patchwork of quotations, 


13 See K. BENESOVSKÁ, “Aula regia près de Prague et Mons regalis près de Paris,” 


Citeauz. Commentarii Cistercienses, 47,1/4 (1996), pp. 231-245 and the entry 
on Wikipedia: https://fr.wikipedia.org/wiki/Abbaye de Zbraslav (last access 
3.01.2023). 

MATTHEUS DE AULA REGIA, Principium II, Leipzig, BU, 418, f. 305vb: *Quod et 
luculenter claret ex verbis nostri thematis, ubi primo ostenditur creature bonitas 
dum a Deo approbatur, quia Benedicta: benedixit eis, dicens: Crescite et multi- 
plicamini, Gen. 1:<22>. Secundo manifestatur creature utilitas dum ad usum 
deputatur, quia tu: eum Confirmasti in virtute tua mare, contribulasti capita 
draconum in aquis. Tu confregisti capita draconis; dedisti eum escam populi 
Ethiopis. Tu dirupisti fontes et torrentes. Tu siccasti fluvios Ethan. Tu fecisti 
omnes terminos terre, estatem et ver tu plasmasti ea, Ps. 73:<13-17>. Tertio 
declaratur creature realitas dum distincte collocatur, quia inter: Inter nos et vos 
chaos magnum firmatum est, Luc. 16:<26>. Quarto notatur creature nobilitas 
dum in se multiplicatur, quia mulieres: Erant ibi mulieres multe que sequebantur 
Jhesum, Matth. 27:<55>. Et alibi: Augebatur multitudo credentium virorum 
ac mulierum, Act. 5:<14>. Ideo non inmerito excellentissime huic imperiali 
domine, sacre videlicet theologie, replico dicens ei: Benedicta, tu, inter mulieres, 
que fuerunt verba loco thematis preassumpta.” See also in this volume a similar 
example in the case of Petrus of Pirkenwart. 
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harmonizing biblical passages with long excerpts from canonical author- 
ities such as Augustine, Gregory the Great (Super Ezechielem), Isidore 
of Seville (De summo bono), Peter Lombard, etc. All these quotations 
have a rhetorical value and are employed in accordance with conven- 
tional topoi, for example the use of a long quotation from the treatise 
De arbore interdicta, although Matthew attributes it to Augustine and 
not to Ambrose, as it should be JD just as Matthew assigns a passage 
taken verbatim from De civitate Dei to De Trinitate instead.!6 These 
misattributions are interesting, since in the confrontation between the 
socii we find an objection from Hus, who complains that Matthew is 
confused about Augustine's works. 

Turning the specific text at hand, after parsing again his biblical 
thema, Matthew ends his recommendatio with a praise of the subject 
of book II of Peter Lombard Sentences, creation and the cosmos as the 
result of the efficiency of God's generating everything from nothing. 
The contemplation of the universe inspires admiration of the Creator’s 
marvellous opera, since the congregation of elements, celestial bodies, 
minerals, vegetation, and so on bears witness to the wonderful actions 
of God. The rhetoric and the content of the whole description is rooted 
in the Cistercian Conrad of Ebrach's sermon in his own Principium on 
book II. Although Conrad migrated between different universities, trav- 
eling from Paris to Prague via Bologna to end his life in Vienna, his text 
seems to have been influential in Prague.!” The Cistercian Matthew of 
Zbraslav is proof of Conrad’s legacy in Prague, probably as an echo of his 
lectures on the Sentences there in 1376-1377. Indeed, one of the copies 
of Conrad’s questions on the Sentences, which also contains his Prin- 
cipia, currently conserved as Oxford, Bodleian Library, Canon. Misc 
573, was copied in the Augustinian convent of St Thomas in Prague by 


15 Matheus misattributes this passage twice, at the beginning of the quotation and 


again at the end of it: “De quibus conqueritur beatus Augustinus in tractatu 
De arbore interdicta sic inquiens. (...). Hec Augustinus" For the source of this 
passage, see the apparatus fontium in the appendix of this paper. 

See footnote XX in the apparatus fontium. 

On Conrad's Sentences and on his Principia see M. BRINZEI, C. SCHABEL, “Les 
Cisterciens et l'université: Le cas du commentaire des Sentences de Conrad 
d'Ebrach (+1399),” in Les cisterciens et leurs bibliothéques, ed. A.-M. 'TURCAN- 
VERKERK, D. STUTZMANN, TH. FALMAGNE, P. GANDIL (Bibliothèque d'histoire 
culturelle du Moyen Age, 18), Turnhout 2018, pp. 453-486; C. SCHABEL, 
M. BRINZEL, M. Maca, “The Golden Age of Theology at Prague: Prague 
Sentences Commentaries, ca. 1375-1381, with a Redating of the Arrival of 
Wycliffism in Bohemia," Historia Universitatis Carolinae Pragensis 55 (2015), 
pp. 19-40. 
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John of Retz between 1384-1385.!? Another copy of Conrad’s Sentences 
is found in manuscript Prague, Knihovna prazské metropolitní kapituly, 
C 31, but it is incomplete.!? Conrad’s impact in Prague also spread to 
Krakow, where the generation of theologians of the first decades of the 
fifteenth century refers tacitly or explicitly to him, especially some mas- 
ters that started their studies in Prague and finished in Krakow.?? The 
following table reveals how deeply Matthew was inspired by Conrad's 


rhetoric: 


CONRAD OF EBRACH, 

Sermo in II principium Senten- 
tiarum, Oxford, Bodleian Library, 
Canon. Misc 573, ff. 54ra—rb 

Et ideo amirando contemplemur et 
contemplando miremur mirabilem 
opisficem in huius mundi mirabilem, 
nam quid mirandius quam quod 
mundus iste sensibilis ex nihilo per 
Conditoris efficientiam sumpsit ex- 
ordium? Numquid etiam mirabilis 
est celi curia in agere letabundo, 
in luminosis terre, solis, et lune, 
in coruscantibus planetarum lam- 
padibus, in rutilantium globis as- 
trorum, in variisque stellarum in- 
cursibus? | Numquid mirabilis est 
terra in nemorum frondibus, in cam- 
porum floribus, in fluctuum dul- 
coribus, in animalium diversis fig- 
uris et coloribus? Sed numquid [O 
54rb] mirabiles elationes maris et de- 
pressiones in multuosis tempestati- 
bus et procellis in quarum exitibus 
subterraneis et reditibus, in multitu- 
dine piscium et navibus? Numquid 
etiam mirabiles impressiones aeris in 
tonitruis et fulminibus, ventis et nu- 
bibus, in nive et grandinibus, in 
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l'université," p. 457. 
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MATTHEW OF ZBRASLAV, 

Sermo in II Principium Senten- 
tiarum 

(ed. below) 

Mirando igitur contemplemur et con- 
templando miremur mirabilem opi- 
ficem in huius mundi mirabilibus. 
Nam quid est mirabilius quam quod 
mundus iste sensibilis ex nichilo 
per conditoris efficentiam sumpsit 


exordium? Numquid non etiam 
mirabilis est celi curia in aere 
letabundo, in luminosis solis et 


lune mansionibus, in choruscant- 
ibus planetarum lampadibus, in ru- 
tilantium astrorum globis, in variis 
stellarum cursibus? Numquid non 
etiam mirabilis est terra in nemo- 
rum frondibus, in camporum floribus, 
in fructuum dulcoribus, in diverso- 
rum animalium figuris et ferarum col- 
oribus? Sed numquid non mirabiles 
sunt elationis maris in tumultuo- 
sis tempestatibus et procellis, in 
aquarum exitibus subterraneis et red- 
itibus, in multitudine piscium et 
navibus? Nonne et iam mirabiles 
sunt impressiones in tonitruis et ful- 
minibus, in ventis et nubibus, in nive 


See the discussion on this manuscript in BRINZEI, SCHABEL, *Les Cisterciens et 


For a description of Conrad Sentences see SCHABEL, BRINZEI, MAGA, “The 
Golden Age of Theology at Prague,” 
See in this volume the paper of Baran Wojciech. 


pp. 21-23. 


rore et pruina, et in pluviis, in 
multiphariis virtutibus gemmarum et 
herbarum viribus in mineris et metel- 
lorum generibus? Sed quis mortal- 
ium innumeralia numerare sufficit et 
imperscrutibilia insufficienti scruti- 
nio perscrutari quae fecit Deus mier- 
abilia magna? Solus certe, solus 
Ille Cuius sapientiae non est nu- 
merus hoc sufficit. Quanto igitur 
purioris intelligentie quis figeat acu- 
men, tanto solertia diligentiori mire- 
tur ea mirabilia que tractantur in 
hoc secundo, scilicet opera Altissimi. 
Miretur, inquam, primo contemp- 
lando pure spiritualia, qualiter per 
inaequalia gaudia sed et penalia dis- 
proportionantur, de quo tractatur a 
distinctione 2? usque ad 12?" in- 
clusive. Ubi primo Magister os- 
tendit quomodo Lucifer, superbiens 
et legio consentiens, ruit ad infe- 
riora, quantum ad maorum aver- 
sionem. ` Secundo quomodo turba 
proficiens a Deo non deficiens lucet 
ut aurora, quantum ad bonorum 
angelorum confirmationem.  (...) 
Hec igitur contemplando mirabilia 
opera Dei triphariam* divisa secun- 
dum genus cognoscat mens ad incre- 
atae Trinitatis sacramentum contem- 
plandum, hic per speciem et in eius 
enigmate et postea facie ad faciem, in 
lumine scilicet gloriae, cuius nos dig- 
nos efficiat Creator omnium Deus qui 
super omnia benedictus. 
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et grandinibus, in rore, pruina et 
pluviis, in multiphariis gemmarum 
virtutibus et herbarum viribus, in 
mineris et metallorum [306rb] gener- 
ibus? Sed quid moralium mirabilia 
que fecit Dominus mirare et imper- 
scrutabilia deficiente scrutinio potest 
investigare? Certe solus ille qui ea 
condidit, cuius sapientie non est nu- 
merus, hoc perfecte facere sufficit. 
Quanto igitur purioris intelligentie 
quis vigeat acumine, tanto diligen- 
tiori sollertia miretur ea mirabilia que 
tractantur in hoc secundo libro opera 
Altissimi. Miretur, inquam, primo 
contemplando in hoc secundo libro 
opera Dei pure spiritualia; secundo 
pure corporalia; tertio partim spiri- 
tualia et partim corporalia. De hiis 
triplicibus mirabilibus operibus be- 
nigni conditoris tractat Magister in 
hoc secundo libro. Primo ergo quili- 
bet mentis acumine preditus mire- 
tur contemplando pure spiritualia, ut 
sunt angeli, quomodo videlicet Lu- 
cifer superbiens et legio consenciens 
ruit ad inferiora, et hoc quantum 
ad malorum angelorum aversionem; 
qualiter insuper turba proficiens a 
Deo non deficiens lucet ut aurora, et 
hoc quantum ad bonorum angelorum 
confirmationem; de quibus Magister 
tractat a distinctione secunda huius 
secundi libri usque ad distinctionem 
XIlam inclusive, ita quod XIa dis- 
tinctio includatur. Secundo quilibet 
ingenii lumine circumfultus contem- 
pletur in hoc secundo libro pure cor- 
poralia, ut sunt celi et elementa, de 
quibus agit a tredecima distinctione 
usque ad XVIam exclusive. "Tertio 
contempletur in hoc libro opera Dei 
partim spiritualia et partim corpo- 
ralia, ut sunt homines, de quibus 
tractat Magister a distinctione XVIa 
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usque ad finem huius secundi libri. 
Ubi Magister agit de primo statu pri- 
morum parentum, et postea de lapsu 
eorumdem, sicut per Dei gratiam in 
processu huius secundi patebit. Hec 
igitur Dei mirabilia tripharia quan- 
tum possumus miremur et contem- 
plemur, ut mens nostra consurgat ali- 
qualiter ad increate Trinitatis sacra- 
mentum contemplandum hic in via 
per speculum in enigmate, et postea 
facie ad faciem in patria claritatis 
eterne. 


After the recommendatio, Matthew decides to ‘publish’ his protestatio, 
another part of the common practice that was present in Prague. In 
other faculties of theology, this was a mandatory element in the per- 
formance of principia, involving a public oath that acted as protection 
against charges or condemnation. In essence, each candidate was sup- 
posed to take a vow in front of the audience promising that during the 
debate and the determinatio quaestionis he would not undermine the 
institution (the Church, the pope, the university), nor defame his oppo- 
nents, nor profess any heretical thesis.?! Since this statement was oral 
and often formulaic, in the majority of cases the protestatio is missing 
or sometimes we even find just an empty space, a sort of lacuna in the 
manuscripts.?? Venecio Marcolino had noted that the protestatio from 
one's first. principium is more detailed, while at the beginning of the 
other three principia the oath is inserted in abbreviated form.?? This 
might also explain the brevity of the formula in Matthew's protestatio, 
since it is part of his principium on book II, which was not his first 
principium, as we shall see below: 


?! D. CourAL “From Oath to Confession and Back? Protestatio in the Late Mid- 


dle Ages, and Its Transformation in the Thought of Wyclif and the Hussites,” 
in Wycliffism and Hussitism: Methods of Thinking, Writing and Persuasion, 
c. 1360 — c. 1460, ed. K. GHOSH, P. SOUKUP, Turnhout 2021, pp. 157-177. See 
in the same volume M.J.F.M. HOENEN, “Ideas, Institution, and Public Scandal: 
Academic Debates in Late Medieval Scholasticism," pp. 29-72, here pp. 59-61. 
See the example of Henry Totting of Oyta’s principia. In the both manuscripts 
(Paris, BnF, 15895, f. 130rb and Oxford, Balliol College, Ms. 246, f. 169ra) the 
content of the protestatio is missing, but the both have the title: protestatio. 

V. MARCOLINO, “Der Augustinertheologe an der Universitat Paris," in Gregor 
von Rimini. Werk und Wirkung bis zum Reformation, ed. H.A. OBERMAN 
(Spátmittelalter und Reformation, 20), Berlin 1981, pp. 128-194, here p. 177. 
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Before I say anything about this question, I first present the laud- 
able protestatio that is customarily done in the schools and in 
theological ceremonies. I protest, therefore, that neither in this 
act, nor in any other act done by me in the future, do I intend 
to say anything else, etc. With this declaration thus standing, I 
come to the arrangement of the question.?4 


Dusan Coufal notes that Matthew's protestatio overlaps with that of 
Prokop of Kladruby, who gave his lectures on the Sentences in Leipzig 
in 1431-1432, but had begun his studies in Prague. The migration of 
students from Prague to Leipzig thus brought the Prague model of the 
protestatio to the Faculty of Theology at Leipzig.?? 


Jan Hus, His socii, and Matthew of Zbraslav’s 
Attacks and Missing Principium in I 


Once we explore principia as ‘container-texts’ that enclose bits of evi- 
dence for forgotten ideas references to authors of lost texts, then prin- 
cipia can be considered the radix or source of many missing pieces of a 
puzzle that reproduces a larger portrait of how philosophy and theology 
were performed in medieval universities. The most spectacular aspect 
of principia is the third component, when the bachelors had to confront 
their associates. They were obliged to react to theses defended by their 
fellows or socii. 

As I have suggested earlier, however, we likely have merely an ab- 
breviated version of Matthew's Principium in IT, in which he is silent 
about his socii, because when he ‘edited’ his text he did not include 
any record of this confrontation. Thus, before turning to Matthew’s 
determinatio of his actual question, we should first look at Jan Hus, 
because unlike Matthew’s surviving Principium, Hus’s four Principia 
preserve his debates with his socii, both his attacks on their theses and 


24 MATTHEUS DE AULA REGIA, Principium II, Leipzig, BU, 418, f. 306vb: “An- 


tequam aliquid de ista questione dicam, protestationem laudabilem premittam 
in scolis et actibus theologicis fieri consuetam. Protestor igitur quod nec in hoc 
actu, nec in quocumque alio imposterum per me fiendo intendo aliquid dicere 
etc. Ista protestatione sic stante, devenio ad decisionem questionis." 

?» CourAaL “From Oath to Confession and Back?,” p. 158. On Prokop, see D. Co- 
UFAL, “Od prisahy ke konfesi a zpet? Universzitni protestace v pozdnim stre- 
doveku a jeji promena ve Viklefove a husitskem mysleni," in Husitske reformace. 
Promena kulturniho kodu v. 15 stoleti, ed. P. CERMANOVA, P. SOUKUP, Prague 
2019, pp. 22-68. 
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his replies to their attacks. In fact, Hus supplies us with information 
about Matthew's missing first Principium on book I and his replies to 
Hus, because Matthew was his socius.?6 

All four of Hus's Principia have survived complete and have even 
been edited,?" with Hus's references to his socii we can determine that 
Matthew also had exchanges with the same group of bachelors. A closed 
analysis of Hus's references to his socii results in this chart and chronol- 
ogy (P = Principium): 


Socii 1406-1407 1407-1408 1408-1409 1409-1410 
Stephan of Paleé, P1? P2? P3? P4? ? ? 
M.A. 


Nikolaus Stoer of P1 P2 P3 P4 
Svidnice, M.A. 
Peter Mangolt, P1 P2 P3 P4 


OP? 

Jan Hus, M.A. PI P2 P3 P4 

John of Monte, OP Pi P2 P3 P4 

John of Franken- P1 P2 P3 P4 
stein, M.A. 

Matthew de P1 P2 P3 P4 
Aula Regia 


It is known that Hus completed his lectures on the Sentences in 1409, 
that these lectures took two years in Prague, and that they were given in 
the sequence I-II-III-IV. It is thus standard in the literature to date his 
lectures on the Sentences to 1407-1409, but the proof that Hus began in 
1407 and did not interrupt his lectures is found in Hus's citations of his 
socii? In his first and second Principia from the first academic year, 
1407-1408, Hus refers to Stephan of Paleé, Nicholas Stoer of Svidnice,?? 
Peter Mangolt, and John of Monte. In his first Principium, Hus calls 
both Stoer and Mangolt baccalareus formatus,?° meaning that they had 
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HOENEN, “Ideas, Institution, and Public Scandal,” p. 52, n. 78. 

For the reference to this edition, see supra n. 5. 

This is already implied by BARTOS, “Hus’ Commentary on the Sentences of Peter 
Lombard,” p. 146, followed by M. SPINKA, John Hus. A Biography, Princeton 
1968, p. 57, both of whom list the names and their shared years with Hus. The 
names are also given in PAVLICEK, “The Chronology of the Life and Work of Jan 
Hus,” p. 22. 

For whom him see A. FRANZ, Matthias de Liegnitz et Nicolaus Stór de Schwei- 
dnitz. Zwei schlesische 14/15 siécle, Mayence 1898. 

This definition is present in various statutes of medieval universities. For Bologna 
see F. EHRLE, I piu antichi statuti della facoltà teologica dell'Università di 
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already lectured on books I and II and delivered their principium on 
book IIL.?! For this reason neither of them is cited in Hus's third and 
fourth Principia, since they had already finished their Sentences lectures 
and thus read in 1406-1408. 

In contrast, in his first Principium Hus addresses Paleë and Monte 
merely as bachelors.?? Nevertheless Paleé appears to be a senior bachelor 
in his second year reading the Sentences: Hus does not refer to him in 
his third and fourth Principia; Hus lists Palec first before Stoer and 
Mongolt in what seems to be the order in which they delivered their 
principia, apparently in order of seniority, with Monte last; just as Stoer 
and Mangolt, Paleé did not continue engaging with Hus in the latter's 
second Principium, because they wanted to rest in peace with him and 
so he, ut iuvenis catalus, did not wish to annoy them, a remark that 
implies that all three were senior bachelors. Instead Hus engaged again 
with Monte.?? Monte was definitely at the same stage as Hus, who again 


Bologna, Bologna 1932, p. 11. For Paris see Chartularium Universitatis Parisien- 
sis, ed. H. DENIFLE, E. CHATELAIN, vol. II, Paris 1889, p. 942, 402. For Vienna 
see R. KINK, Geschichte der kaiserlichen Universitàt zu Wien, vol. 2, Wien 1854, 
p. 110. 

JOHANNES Hus, Principium I, ed. FLAJSHANS, p. 18: “Istam conclusionem cum 
subalternata conclusione et corellariis offero reverendo magistro Nicolao Stor, 
sacre theologie baccalario formato, tamquam scientifico theologo ad examinan- 
dum, an sint bene dicta vel melius corrigenda." Ibid., p 19: “Istam conclusionem 
offero reverendo et religioso fratri Petro Mangolt, sacre theologie baccalario for- 
mato, tamquam ponderatori rerum acutissimo ad librandum, an sacre theologie 
dignitas sit plus aliis ponderanda.” Ibid., p. 23: “Iam restat replicare contra 
reverendum fratrem Petrum Mangolt, sacre theologie baccalarium formatum.” 
Ibid., p. 25: “Iam contra reverendum magistrum Nicolaum Sto^r sacre theologie 
baccalarium formatum est breviter arguendum.” 

JOHANNES Hus, Principium I, ed. FLAJSHANS, p. 20: “Istam ultimam conclu- 
sionem cum adiunctis offero reverendo et religioso fratri Johanni, sacre theologie 
baccalario, tamquam gracioso meo magistro, ut cum sit Johannes, i. e. in quo 
est gracia, me Johannem, in quo debet esse gracia, de increate Trinitatis gracia, 
si quid male dixerim, corrigat et informet.” Ibid., p. 26: “Iam contra reveren- 
dum fratrem Johannem, sacre theologie baccalarium, est instandum.” In case 
Hus is not being ironic, he simply shows his high consideration for Paleé in his 
first principium during the discussion of the scientific status of Scripture, p. 17: 
“Istam conclusionem offero reverendo magistro meo Stephano de Palecz, sacre 
theologie baccalario, ad corrigendum, tamquam sapientissimo methaphisico.” 
JOHANNES Hus, Principium II, ed. FLAJSHANS, p. 200: “Iam restaret cum magi- 
stris meis et baccalariis reverendis mecum in Sententiis concurrentibus conferre. 
Sed quia magister meus Stephanus Palecz et magister Nicolaus Sto^r nec non 
frater Petrus Mangolt volunt mecum in pace quiescere, igitur ego, ut iuvenis 
catalus, nolo eos etiam irritare. Sed convertam me ad reverendum fratrem Jo- 
hannem, amicum meum, qui mea dicta impugnavit fortiter." 
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cites him as a simple bachelor in his second Principium, but at the start 
of his third Principium Hus refers to Monte as baccalarius formatus, once 
referring to what Monte had just said in his third Principium.? Hus 
cites Monte again and in the same way in his fourth Principium.?? There 
can be no doubt that John of Monte lectures with Hus in 1407-1409. 

In his third and fourth Principia from the second year, 1408-1409, Hus 
mentions for the first time John of Frankenstein and then our Matthew, 
surely most junior of the group. In Hus's third Principium, Frankenstein 
is introduced without any title, so it would seem that he was just be- 
ginning as sententiarius. Since Frankenstein did not argue against Hus, 
however, Hus had nothing to say. Likewise, in his fourth Principium, 
where Hus introduces Frankenstein as a simple bachelor of theology, Hus 
again passes him over along with John of Monte, because neither argued 
against Hus, who Hus had been struck with an illness, and so he left them 
both in peace.?9 Frankenstein and Matthew thus began their lectures on 
the Sentences in the fall of 1408 and presumably finished in 1410. The 
contrast between the courtesy with which Hus introduces and addresses 
his senior socii in 1407-1408 and his disdain for his junior socii, Matthew 
and Frankenstein, in 1408-1409 is noteworthy, highlighting something 
of Hus's attitude and his reverence for the academic hierarchy. 

In his third and fourth Principia Hus concentrates his efforts on 
his debate with Matthew, constantly introducing him as magistrum 
meum Matheum, sacre theologie baccalarium, de Aula Regia. Matthew 
is unique in being called master and yet belonging to a religious order, 


7) JOHANNES Hus, Principium IL, ed. FLAJSHANS, p. 199: “Ex isto notabili patet, 


quod prima conclusio reverendi fratris Johannis, mecum in Sentenciis concurren- 
tis, quam posuit in principio suo in secundum, est falsa? Ibid., p. 205: *Hec sint 
dicta cum humili reverentia et informatione reverendi domini Johannis, baccalarii 
sacre theologie" JOHANNES Hus, Principium III, ed. FLAJSHANS, p. 383: “Et 
quia primo venerabilis frater Johannes de Monte, baccalarius formatus, contra 
conclusionem meam quartam..." Ibid., p. 387: “... et primo contra reveren- 
dum fratrem Johannem de Monte, sacre theologie baccalarium formatum, qui in 
suo principio in tertium ponit primam conclusionem istam." 

JOHANNES Hus, Principium IV, ed. FLAJSHANS, p. 518: “Iam restaret reverendi 
fratris Johannis de Monte, sacre theologie baccalarii formati, argumenta solvere." 
JOHANNES Hus, Principium III, ed. FLAJSHANS, p. 387: “Iam restaret reverendi 
magistri mei Johannis Frankenstein argumenta solvere, sed quia contra me non 
arguit, ergo nichil solvam? JOHANNES Hus, Principium IV, ed. FLAJSHANS, 
pp. 518-519: “Iam restaret reverendi fratris Johannis de Monte, sacre theologie 
baccalarii formati, argumenta solvere, similiter magistri Johannis Frankenssteyn, 
sacre theologie baccalarii, sed quia in suis principiis non arguerunt contra me, 
cum in infirmitate decubui, quoad eos in facto huiusmodi sum in pace.” 
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since he became a master of arts but joined the Cistercian Order. Among 
Hus’s other socii, Paleë, Stoer, and Frankenstein are called magistri be- 
cause they were seculars, whereas of Mangolt and Monte are labelled 
fratres since they were religious. Frantisek M. Bartos found that John 
of Monte, translated as John of Berg, was a Dominican. Bartos also 
suggested that Peter Mangolt was the Dominican Peter of Uničov, and 
Matthew Spinka and Pavlíček agreed.?" 

Hus's principia are not simply a source for the names of his fellow 
sententiarii, but also a repository of some of Matthew's own words that 
have not come down to us in the Leipzig manuscript. Therefore, Hus’s 
principia are a device by which we can attribute to Matthew some addi- 
tional arguments. In the course of his last two principia, Jan Hus refers 
to Matthew several times, but Hus is especially interesting in the way 
he reacts to Matthew's critiques: 


Principium III: Expedito in argumentis fratre «Johanne de Mon- 
te», restat expedire monachum griseum, reverendum magistrum 
meum Matheum, sacre theologie baccalarium, de Aula Regia, qui 
contra meum notabile, in quo dixi: ‘Creare est aliquid de esse 
intelligibili nullo preter Deum presupposito ad extra producere' 
arguit sic: ^nullum est esse intelligibile; nego assumptum. (...) 
Et quando infert: ‘Igitur illud esse intelligibile esset solum in in- 
tellectu sine correspondentia rei’, nego istam consequenciam, quia 
ipsa nititur destruere omne obiectum ipsius intellectus et per istam 
solucionem rupta est nimis longa cathena totius argumenti. (...) 
et per istud argumento magistri abscisa est longa cauda. (...) 
Istud argumentum peccat in materia et in forma. (...) Et sic 
magister meus usus argumento abbatis Joachim, quia monachus, 
quo voluit probare, quod divina essencia generaret, ut Joachim est 
deceptus. (...) quia magister meus verba Augustini pro illo non 
habuit, et sic non posuit, et intencionem Augustini sibi occultam 
probare non potest, ergo deficit in probando.?* 


Principium IV: Et quia posui circa principium tercii, quod Filius 
Dei est incarnatus pro redempcione generis humani, contra illam 
conclusionem arguit reverendus magister Matheus, sacre theologie 


37 BARTOŠ, “Hus’ Commentary on the Sentences of Peter Lombard," p. 146; 
SPINKA, John Hus, p. 57, and PAVLICEK, “The Chronology of the Life and Work 
of Jan Hus," p. 22. An Augustinian named John of Monte gave a sermon at 
the Council of Constance on 17 February 1415: A. ZUMKELLER, “Manuskripte 
von Werken der Autoren des Augustiner-Eremitenordens in mitteleuropáischen 
Bibliotheken (Schluss)," Augustiniana 16 (1966), pp. 146-203, here p. 151. 


355 JOHANNES Hus, Principium III, ed. FLAJSHANS, pp. 385-387. 
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baccalareus, quadrupliciter, et primo sic: ‘Substantia spiritualis 
non potest uniri nature corporali, nisi duobus modis: scilicet vel 
ut motor, vel ut forma. (...) Et quando infert pro inconveni- 
enti, quia sequitur, ‘quod tunc angelus movens aliquam speram, 
assumpsisset illam speram in unitatem suppositi', hic nego con- 
sequenciam. Unde non consideravit magister reverendus quod 
aliquis est motor unitus suppositaliter moto, aliquis non; queli- 
bet enim anima unita corpori est motiva corporis, et dum corpus 
movetur motu progressivo libere, movetur ab ipsa anima, ut mo- 
tore immediate coniuncto, sicut hoc docuit Philosophus in Phisi- 
corum et in De anima. Et patet, quod magister meus in primo 
argumento realiter est deceptus. (...) et magister meus hic obli- 
tus est dicti Philosophi (...) Sed parcendum est magistro, quia 
cum sit monachus, debet esse diligencior de psalterio, quam de 
Aristotelis Postpredicamento (...) et patet, quod magister in as- 
sumpto totaliter est frustratus. (...) deficit ergo magister meus 
iterum in logica non advertendo (...) ergo magister meus vel al- 
leget pertinenter Damascenum vel caute eum intelligat.?? 


Before presenting the philosophical arguments that Hus assigns to our 
Cistercian, let us see how he colors the portrait of his socius, whom 
he also calls the grey monk (monachus griseus), although his Cister- 
cian habit would normally be called white. From the list above, one 
can see that Hus delivered a ‘brilliant’ (luculenter) series of appreci- 
ations, and Maarten Hoenen even discerns here Hus's 'extraordinary 
hostility’ toward Matthew.{ Three main points can be identified about 
their confrontation. According to Hus, in his attacks against Hus's the- 
ses Matthew (1) is totally unclear in his thinking, (2) he is unable to 
correctly understand and interpret high authorities, such as Augustine, 
Aristotle, and the Damascene, and (3) his thinking is so complicated that 
his whole demonstration is boring and too long, needing to be shortened 
systematically. One of the unwritten rules of principia seems to be to 
treat your socius with irony and sarcasm.*! Although the bachelors 
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JOHANNES Hus, Principium IV, ed. FLAJSHANS, pp. 517-518. 

It is worth quoting here Hoenen’s appreciation of Huss reporting his socius 
Matthew: *He argues with extraordinary hostility against Matheus of Zbraslav, 
for example, to reveal his colleague's inability to understand Aristotle's Cate- 
gories due to the fact that he is a monk, while aiming to present himself as a 
brilliant logician.” HOENEN, “Ideas, Institution, and Public Scandal," p. 53. 
For some other examples of using sarcasm in principia see M. BRINZEI, 
“Nouveaux témoignages sur les textes perdus d'Onofre de Florence OESA 
(1336-1403), bachelier en théologie à Paris," Archives d'histoire doctrinale et 
littéraire du Moyen Age 87 (2020), pp. 59-86, here pp. 75-76. I discuss the topic 
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swore in front of their audience that no defamation of their colleagues 
would occur, in reality it looks as if they totally forgot their protesta- 
tio.” It is part of the game to denigrate, be sarcastic about, and reveal 
as fallacious the philosophical arguments presented by their fellow lec- 
turers. By demonstrating the failures of his counterparts, a bachelor can 
flaunt his self-confidence and the viability of his own views. 

Yet it is not quite so simple. Not all the jokes are at Matthew's ex- 
pense. Matthew's turn to oppose Hus came after John of Monte, as is 
clear from the humorous way that Hus begins his reply to Matthew in the 
third Principium: Expedito in argumentis fratre «Johanne de Monte», 
restat expedire monachum griseum, reverendum magistrum meum Ma- 
theum... When Matthew reacts to Hus's thesis on the impossibility of 
the eternal production of the world, Hus sees Matthew the gray monk 
as developing the line of argument begun by Friar Monte, but with a 
funny remark: arguit sic iuvando monachus fratrem adversus aucam, 
since Hus's name in Czech means ‘goose’: The monk helps the friar 
against the goose.?? 

Sarcasm was part of the game, but so was the need to attack, and we 
should not forget that in attacking the theses of one's socii it was not 
necessary to disagree with the theses or believe one's own arguments. 
Thus these exchanges are a mixture of sincere debate and sophistical 
arguments or at least arguments made merely to trip up the opponent, 
and Hus's replies reflect his view of the level of sophistication and success 
of those arguments. 

In his third principium, Hus put forth the following notabile, quoted 
above: “Creating is producing ad extra something from esse intelligibili, 
presupposing nothing other than God.” Matthew opens his response by 
simply declaring that “There is no esse intelligibile? Although without 
looking at Matthew's questions on book II it is impossible to be certain, 
it seems doubtful that this declaration reflected Matthew's sincere opin- 


ion. Rather it seems to be an argument for the sake of the exercise: 


of the use of sarcasm and irony extensively in my forthcoming book on principia: 
Principia at Paris 1369: Philosophical Debates among Bachelors of Theology. 
In fact this protestatio is missing from Hus's principia, although some manu- 
scripts reproduce the name in the margin, but not the content. This has been 
also remarked by COUFAL, “Od prisahy ke konfesi a zpet? Universzitni protestace 
v pozdnim stredoveku," p. 31. 

JOHANNES Hus, Principium III, ed. FLAJSHANS, p 385. Mark Thakkar pointed 
out the meaning of husa in Czech. 

JOHANNES Hus, Principium III, ed. FLAJSHANS, p 385. 
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Hus: Creare est aliquid de esse intelligibili nullo preter Deum pre- 
supposito ad extra producere. 


Matthew: Nullum est esse intelligibile. 
Hus: Nego assumptum. 


Matthew: «Quia vel ipsum esset aliquod esse reale et quiddita- 
tivum, vel non. 


Hus: Dico quod non. 


Matthew: Igitur illud esse intelligibile esset solum in intellectu 
sine correspondencia rei. 


Hus: Nego istam consequenciam, quia ipsa nititur destruere omne 
obiectum ipsius intellectus. Hus to Audience: Et per istam solu- 
cionem rupta est mimis longa cathena tocius argumenti. 


It is possible to link Matthew's portion of this dialogue to his thesis from 
his surviving second principium about the creation of real things as a 
result of a concausation of God's action and secondary causes (discussed 
in article 2 of his principium), because according to Matthew, to produce 
a man or a donkey, God needs materia and forma. Nevertheless, it is 
probably more prudent to view his words here as part of the game. 

'Thus when they turn to Hus's fourth thesis on the impossibility of the 
world's being produced by an eternal creation, when Matthew makes 
the following argument: “But the divine person produces from eternity 
a person personally different from itself, therefore the divine essence was 
also able to produce from eternity an essence essentially different from 
itself, that is to say the world, "4? it is difficult to believe that Matthew 
would actually assert the validity of that particular analogy. So when 
Hus replies by accusing Matthew of sharing Joachim of Fiore's position 
about the capacity of the divine essence to generate, 9 we need not read 
this as an actual accusation that Matthew's defends that error. 


^» JOHANNES Hus, Principium III, ed. FLAJSHANS, p. 386: “Sed persona di- 


vina producit ab eterno personam a se personaliter differentem, ergo eciam di- 
vina essentia potuit ab eterno essenciam a se essencialiter differentem, videlicet 
mundum.” 

It is interesting to note that Joachim is cited here in connection with the thesis 
of the generation of the sensible world by the divine essence. In fact Joachim was 
well known for his trinitarian position, for his critique of Peter Lombard’s posi- 
tion on the Trinity, and for his radical eschatology, which defended the ability 
to predict the end of the world. One of his opponents was Aquinas, who de- 
nied Joachim’s eschatology in his Sentences commentary (Book IV, d. 43, q. 1, 
a. 3, qu. 2). See B. MCGINN, “The Abbot and the Doctors: Scholastic Re- 
actions to the Radical Eschatology of Joachim of Fiore," Church History 40/1 
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Still, it is not always clear that a socius’ critique is insincere. For 
example, Hus and Matthew apparently agree (concedo quando assumit) 
with one of Matthew's arguments:*” 


Matthew: Non minoris potencie est Deus quoad produccionem 
alicuius creature quam quecumque creatura, sui proprii effectus. 


Hus: Concedo. 


Matthew: Sed sol producit lumen in aere sibi coevum et ignis splen- 
dorem; ergo et Deus omnipotens conditor omnis creature a forciori, 
si voluisset, mundum ab eterno produxisset et producere potuisset. 


Hus: Concedo consequenciam, sicut et istam: ‘Deus omnipotens, 
si voluisset, illum sic arguentem asinum fecisset.’ Sed probet ma- 
gister meus quod potuit Deus illud velle. 


Likewise, when Matthew asserts against Hus that *the human intellect 
can grasp or understand God's having been the producer of things from 
eternity," this may be what Matthew actually believes, but Hus denies 
this except in the sense that this human intellect is deceived, sicut de- 
ceptus est intellectus Aristotelis ponens mundum, sensibilem existere ab 
aeterno. Apparently, Matthew also quoted in his defence a passage 
from book ten of De civitate Dei, but Hus counters that Matthew does 
not understand Augustine and misused the Augustinian quotation in 
his discussion of creation from eternity. Unfortunately we do not have 
Matthew's text and it is difficult to tell whether he was sincere, even if 
the disagreement perhaps was. In the end Hus flatly denies the possi- 
bility of an eternal world, so he has to maintain that this impossibility 
does not take away from divine power, just as God's inability to sin 
takes away nothing from His power. 

In contrast, in his third Principium, Jan Hus had posited the follow- 
ing: “The Son of God was incarnated for the salvation of the human 
species.” Since Hus went before Matthew, it is only in his fourth Prin- 
cipium that Hus reports Matthew's critique. One could oppose such a 


(1971), pp. 30-47, and also more recently A Companion to Joachim of Fiore, ed. 
M. RIEDL (Brill’s Companion to the Christian Tradition, 75), Leiden 2017. 
JOHANNES Hus, Principium III, ed. FLAJSHANS, pp. 385-386. 

JOHANNES Hus, Principium III, ed. FLAJSHANS, p. 386: “Et sic magister meus 
usus argumento abbatis Joachim, quia monachus, quo voluit probare, quod di- 
vina essencia generaret, ut Joachim est deceptus. ltem contra conclusionem 
arguit sic: ‘Humanus intellectus potest apprehendere sive intelligere Deum ab 
eterno fuisse rerum productorem',: nego assumptum, nisi deciperetur, sicut de- 
ceptus est intellectus Aristotelis, ponens mundum sensibilem existere ab eterno." 
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thesis in various ways, for example that there were in addition other 
reasons for the Incarnation, but Matthew's is striking: 


Matthew: Substancia spiritualis non potest uniri nature corporali 
nisi duobus modis, scilicet vel ut motor vel ut forma. 


Hus: Concedo. 


Matthew: Sed primus modus unionis, scilicet quod Filius Dei uni- 
tus esset nature humane per modum motoris, non sufficit ad proposi- 
tum. 


Hus: Nego illam... 


It is clear that Matthew has decided to argue that the Incarnation could 
not have happened, which of course for Matthew is counterfactual. If 
we were to read this exchange at face value, we would understand that 
Matthew defends the radical thesis that the union between a spiritual 
substance and a corporal one is impossible. Matthew's counterargu- 
ments are the following four: (1) since there are only two situations in 
which a spiritual substance could be unified with a corporeal nature, 
either as mover or as form, and since the Son of God cannot be unified 
to his human nature as motor or as substantial form, there is no Incar- 
nation. (2) The union of two substances implies a real mutation or an 
alteration either in one or in both elements, and since there is no such 
mutation in Christ, therefore there is no Incarnation. (3) It is contradic- 
tory to unify two opposed elements in one unity; therefore, divine and 
human nature cannot have a union personaliter. (4) If the Son of God is 
incarnated, therefore also the Father or the Holy Spirit is incarnated.?? 

Hus develops his responses to all these counterarguments by show- 
ing the fallacious use of logic in the argumentation of his opponent, 
Matthew, but adding in what would otherwise seem to border on ad 
hominem remarks: Et patet quod magister meus in primo argumento re- 
aliter est deceptus... Et magister meus hic oblitus est dicti Philosophi. . . 
Sed parcendum est magistro, quia cum sit monachus, debet esse diligen- 
cior de psalterio... Et patet quod magister in assumpto totaliter est 
frustratus. Hus here comments not on Matthews orthodoxy, since 
Matthew is a Christian. Rather Hus makes fun of Matthew's failed ef- 
fort to put up a successful opposition for the sake of the exercise to Hus's 
orthodox position. 
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JOHANNES Hus, Principium IV, ed. FLAJSHANS, pp. 517—518. 
JOHANNES Hus, Principium IV, ed. FLAJSHANS, pp. 517—518. 
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Hus’s remarks above were in response to Matthew’s attacks on Hus’s 
theses, criticism that was a required element in principia. To get an idea 
of the nature of these attacks, let us now look at how Hus himself argues 
against the theses of Matthew. The final full paragraph of Hus’s third 
Principium consists of his arguments against what constitute Matthew’s 
theses in his first Principium on book I, which is presumed lost. The 
sequence of the text in Hus suggests that Matthew was the last bachelor 
to deliver his principium in the debates of the fall of 1408. Perhaps for 
this reason, Hus demonstrates awareness of Matthew’s theses, but little 
of his supporting arguments, maybe because Hus had them in writing 
before delivering his own third Principium. 

Hus notes that Matthew “cautiously posited just two theses,” and 
Hus argues against the second: Sacre theologie studium est vite eterne 
meritorium, a question made famous by the Oxford Franciscan Adam 
Wodeham in his own first Principium in 1331. Hus responds to the thesis 
that no such study of theology is meritorious of eternal life, neither of 
Master Matthew nor of any other existing human. Indeed “the master 
will not dare to deny [this] of himself, because he does not know if 
through his study he merits [it], and for the same or stronger reason 
[neither does he know this] about anyone else.” For Hus, the study of 
theology is “indifferent” to merit, and Matthew can provide no student's 
study of theology to prove his thesis, which is thus false or at least 
doubtful. In fact Hus even utilizes what Matthew himself employed to 
solve argument that Matthew had formed against his own thesis: “The 
belief of demons is deformed, because it is without grace, and hence not 
meritorious,” which Hus twists as follows: “The study of holy theology 
is unmeritorious, because it is deformed without grace, and the master is 
not certain concerning any study of holy theology that he is in grace, so 
neither is his certain of the conclusion," Hus mockingly concludes. Hus 
nevertheless then ends his third Principium saying that his few remarks 
against what little Matthew posited were made with reverence.?! 
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JOHANNES Hus, Principium III, ed. FLAJSHANS, p. 389: “Iam restat contra 
reverendum magistrum meum Matheum, sacre theologie baccalarium, arguere, 
qui caute posuit solum duas conclusiones. Sed tamen (pro tantum?) contra 277. 
que est ista: ‘Sacre theologie studium est vite eterne meritorium', arguitur sic: 
Nullum studium sacre theologie est vite eterne meritorium, igitur conclusio falsa. 
Antecedens probatur, quia nec studium sacre theologie magistri Mathei nec al- 
terius hominis existentis studium est sacre theologie meritorium, ergo nullum etc. 
Consequencia nota est et antecedens non audebit magister de se negare, cum non 
scit si per suum studium meretur, et pari racione, vel maiori, nec de alio. Item: 
sacre theologie studium de se est indifferens ad merendum vel demerendum, cum 
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Matthew of Zbraslav's determinatio in His 
Principium in II and Hus's Critique 


Jan Hus attacks all but one of the theses that Matthew defends in his 
extant second Principium, but the nature of these arguments against 
Matthew at least in part mirror Matthew's apparent denial of the In- 
carnation, as is clear from the start: 


Matthew: Aliquid est primum principium. 


Hus: Contra: nichil est primum principium. 


One assumes that Hus does not actually deny that God is the first 
principle. 

To understand Hus's critique it is best to present Matthew's text 
first. Matthew is interested in the following problem in connection with 
the subject of book II of Peter Lombard's Sentences: is there a single 
sufficient first principle for all creatures that are produced or that have 
been produced? For Matthew, the Bible and Aristotle, the Philosopher, 
are in agreement that there is a unique principle for all created beings. 

The Cistercian develops his analysis in three articles: the first re- 
sponds to the question whether there is only one first principle, arguing 
against philosophical schools that embraced different perspectives, such 
as the followers of Pythagoras, or Manicheism, or even Empedocles, 
which supported the thesis of a double principle for all things (a good 
and a bad one, one of visibles and another of invisibles). Matthew's 
access to Pythagoras, the Manicheans, and Empedocles is via the lens 
of Aquinas's Scriptum IT, d. 1, q. 1, a. 1, who himself tried to defend the 
unicity of a first principle invoking a series of erroneous opinions that 
preached dualism.?? Matthew rejects all three philosophical leaders of 
the multiplicity vision alternative to a single the first principle in three 


plures demerentur quam merentur, iuxta illud Psalmi 52: Corrupti sunt et ab- 
hominabiles facti sunt in studiis suis: non est, qui facit bonum, non est usque ad 
unum. Et magister non habet alicuius studentis dare studium meritorium pro 
quo verificaret suam conclusionem indefinitam; ergo ipsa est falsa vel minime 
dubia. Et ista argumenta confirmat magister solvendo argumentum quod fecit 
in contrarium conclusionis sue, dicens quod demonium credere est informe, quia 
sine caritate, et per consequens non meritorium; sic eciam dico: sacre theologie 
studium est inmeritorium, quia informe sine caritate. Et magister non est cer- 
tus de aliquo sacre theologie studio quod sit in caritate, ergo nec certus est de 
conclusione. Hec pauca contra pauca cum reverencia sint dicta. Amen." 

On Aquinas's analysis, see M. BORGO, I. COSTA, “Pythagoras Latinus. Aquinas’ 
Interpretation of Pythagoreanism in His Aristotelian Commentaries,” in Brill’s 


52 


The Cistercian Matthew of Zbraslav 


corollaries, but the surviving text lists just the titles of these corollar- 
ies without providing Matthew’s demonstration.?? In fact, throughout 
the text in the Leipzig manuscript the corollaries are skipped constantly 
and only their titles are reproduced, proving that we are having an ab- 
breviated form of Matthew’s second principium. In short, after using 
Aquinas as an ally in the discussion to show why philosophical schools 
that defend the multiplicity of a first principle are in error, Matthew 
reinforces his position on the unicity of the first principle by referring to 
the authority of John Duns Scotus and his philosophy on the issue.?^ 

'The second article becomes more specific concerning different types of 
causes: actualis/potentialis; per se/per accidens; totalis/partialis; suffi- 
ciens/insufficiens. Matthew discusses the existence of the first principle 
as a sufficient cause, which is in two senses: sufficiens per se and suf- 
ficiens simpliciter. 'This perspective helps him explain that there are 
things that God, also called Deus gloriosus,?? cannot create by Himself 
alone but needs to concausare, to share the production of something 
with a secondary cause. For example, if the sun is shining, God cannot 
do it only by himself, but needs the participation of light.°6 

The last article is in response to the initial question and endorses 
the idea that God is the sufficient cause and the unique principle of all 
existing beings. This is all that we find in his principium on book II, 
which occasionally looks like an abbreviated form of the actual discus- 
sion. The arguments are short, sometimes merely the titles of corollaries 
or conclusions without any development; only a few explicit sources are 


Companion to the Reception of Pythagoras and Pythagoreanism in the Middle 
Ages and the Renaissance, ed. I. CAIAZZO, C. MACRIS, A. ROBERT (Brill’s Com- 
panions to Classical Reception, 24), Leiden 2022, pp. 350-372, here pp. 357-358. 
MATTHEUS DE AULA REGIA, Principium IT, a. 1, Leipzig, BU, 418, f. 306vb: 
“Correlarium primum: non sunt plura prima principia quorum unum esset prin- 
cipium bonorum et aliud malorum, ut dixerunt Pytagorici. Correlarium secun- 
dum: non sunt duo prima principia quorum unum esset principium visibilium 
et aliud invisibilium, ut dicunt Manychei. Correlarium tertium: non sunt duo 
prima principia quorum unum sit lis et aliud amicitia, ut dixit Empedecles.” 
See the introduction to the volume Duns Scot, Traité du Premier Principe, 
Tractatus de Primo Principio, texte latin établit par W. KLUXEN, traduit du 
latin par J.-D. CAVIGLIOLO, J.-M. MEILLAND, F.-X. PUTALLAZ, Paris 2001. 
This is a very common formula in the Krakow school of theology, especially 
among some authors that started their education in Prague and finished in 
Krakow. See Baran Wojciech's paper in this volume. 

The title of the second article is: “Utrum primum principium sit causa sufficiens 
ipsorum producibilium.” For the content, see the appendix, pp. 275-276. 
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quoted and nothing is said about the confrontation with the socii that 
he announced at the beginning of his text.°7 


Conclusion 


What should we conclude from this? "Through the lens of Jan Hus's 
replies to Matthew's attacks, taking at face value Hus's sarcasm and 
negative comments, Matthew of Zbraslav is seen as a radical theologian 
who rejects Christ's Incarnation, defends the eternal creation of the 
sensitive world, and denies that God can create ad extra from intelligible 
being. Through the same lens, however, Hus himself would appear to 
be equally extraordinary, denying that there is a first principle and that 
there is only one first principle. One has to understand the genre and the 
gave to differentiate between a principiating sententiarius’s real theses 
and sincere reasoning and his arguments marshalled against the theses 
of his socii. 

Using irony, playing with sarcasm, juggling with the rules of logic, 
taking arguments from their initial context, and playing with counterar- 
guments, bachelors of theology in principia endorse logical games, thus 
generating a perfect tool to produce radical ideas and extreme positions. 
Jan Hus's surviving and edited Principia are a significant source that 
deserves more exploration to establish the doctrinal portrait of his socii. 
This paper demonstrates how, besides a fragment of the second Prin- 
cipium of Matthew of Zbraslav, Hus's own text helps us attribute to 
Matthew one additional thesis, on the study of theology, but also argu- 
ments for the sake of argument on topics from the eternity of creation 
to the Incarnation. 

At the same time, from the testimony of both theologians we can 
draw conclusions about the practice of debating principia in the Fac- 
ulty of Theology of Prague. The topic of causality ad extra and of the 
possibility of God's generating the sensible word from eternity, which 
were at the heart of the theological interests of Henry Totting of Oyta, 
a theologian connected with the earliest academic milieu at the Univer- 
sity of Prague, remained pressing concerns in the Faculty of Theology 
decades later. The influence of Thomas Aquinas and John Duns Sco- 
tus in the discussion of causation and the nature of the first principle 
is also notable, highlighting the conservative tendencies of theologians 


?7 The title of the third article is “Utrum omnes creature que sunt aut fuerunt ab 


unico primo principio sufficienti processerunt." For the content see the appendix. 
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from peripherical regions at the beginning of the fifteenth century. On 
the other hand, Matthew’s use of Conrad of Ebrach in his recommen- 
datio shows continuity among the Prague Cistercians from the 1370s to 
the 1400s. 

The European academic practice of principia was fully embraced at 
Prague, and all the technical details are recognisable here: sermon, 
choice of biblical quote with hidden references, protestatio, disputation 
with socii, the use of the logic as a tool to attack associates, sarcasm, 
etc. The case study of Prague reinforces the pan-European character of 
this exercise and genre within the medieval universities. 
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Ratio Edendi 


'The following transcription reproduces the manuscripts Leipzig, Uni- 
versitatsbibliothek 418, ff. 305ra-308rb following it orthography. Book 
titles and Biblical quotes are presented in italics. I divided the text 
in paragraphs and I introduced between <> subtitles to highlight the 
internal structure of the text. The first apparatus (apparatus criticus) 
reproduces all the textual variant, corrections or marginal notes. The 
second one (apparatus fontium) is composed by the explicit quotes from 
the text with some exception of implicit sources when I identified them, 
as is the case with the fragments from Conrad of Ebrach sermo on his 
second principium. 
'The following abbreviation have been used: 


i — un uncertain reading 


add. — addidit 
add. in marg. = addidit in margine 
add. sed del. — addidit sed delevit 
a. C. — ante correctionem 
iter. =  iteravit 
p. c. = post correctionem 


sup. l. — supra lineam 


MATHEUS DE AULA REGIA 
Principium II 
ms. Leipzig, BU, 418, ff. 305ra-308rb 


«Sermo» 


[305ra] Incipit principium in secundum librum Sententiarum. 

Principiaturus in secundum librum Sententiarum tria principalia ha- 
beo facere in presenti actu. 

Primo premittam brevem Sacre Scripture recommendationem, ut ex- 
citetur mentis affectus. 

Secundo subiungam brevioris questionis determinationem, ut perficia- 
tur intellectus. 

Tertio faciam brevissimam cum magistris reverendis mecum in senten- 
tiis concurrentibus replicationem, ut inquiratur veritatis effectus, quia 
Christi iuvante gratia maris magni, Sacre videlicet Scripture, parte non 
parva iam in primo libro Sententiarum transacta, grandis restat michi 
adhuc via «1 Reg. 19,7». 

Idcirco more solito ipsum invoco Deum vivum ut consuete pietatis 
viscera misericorditer super me effundat, ut cum sancto Helya in for- 
titudine cibi illius <1 Reg. 19,8», videlicet gratie divine, ambulem ad 
montem Domini et ad portum desideratum celestis paradisi, ubi Flumi- 
nis impetus letificat Dei civitatem «Ps 45,5». 


« Recommendatio Sacre Scripture» 


Quantum igitur ad primum huius actus principale, idem thema quo in 
principio cursus mei et consequenter in primo libro Sententiarum usus 
sum etiam nunc assummo pro Sacre Scripture recommendatione, dicens 
cum beata Elyzabeth illud Luc. 1,<42>: Benedicta, tu, inter mulieres. 

Reverendi patres, magistri, ac domini, quamvis omnis scientia, teste 
Philosopho in prohemio De anima, sit de numero bonorum honorabi- 
lium, sola tamen sacra theologia benedicta inter mulieres, id est inter 
mundi scientias, esse comprobatur. Ipsa enim Scriptura Sacra inter om- 
nes scientias merito benedicta suos filios facit humiles et devotos; sapien- 
tia vero huius seculi, que stultitia est apud Deum, suos discipulos facit 
vanos zelatos. Ista generat filios misericordie; illa vero procreat filios ire. 


5 sacre] iter. ms. 22 recommendatione] recommendationem ms. 27 comproba- 
tur] p. c. ms. 


25 philosopho — De anima: ARISTOTELES, De anima I, c. 1, 402 a 1-2. 
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Ista suos facit pauperes spiritu; ista suos facit insatiabiles appetitu. Ista 
facit mundi contemptores; illa seculi amatores. Ista carnem crucifigit et 
spiritum erigit; illa ex adverso carnem nutrit et spiritum depremit. Ista 
trahit sursum; illa [305rb] vero trahit deorsum. Ista edificat; illa vero 
inflat. 

Congrue ergo de te, o pulcherrima mulierum Sacra Scriptura, de te 
dici potest, quia benedicta, tu, inter mulieres. Cetere enim scientie, et 
precipue mundane, de terra sunt et ideo de terra locuntur, id est de 
terrenis. Ista vero de celis venit, et ideo super omnes est. Sacre nam- 
que Scripture altitudo est, sicud montes pascue. Ad quod dum quisque 
iustorum conscendit pascue in deficientis refectionem se invenisse con- 
gaudet, Ysidoro attestante libro primo De summo bono capitulo 18: “In 
scripturis", inquit, ^sanctis, quasi in montibus excelsis, viri perfecti ha- 
bent sublimia intelligentie, in quibus gressus contemplationis quasi cervi 
erigant, et simplices quasi parva animalia modicos invenit intellectus, ad 
quos humiles ipsi refugiant. Scriptura siquidem Sacra infirmis et sensu 
parvulis, secundum historiam, humilis videtur in verbis, cum excellen- 
tioribus autem viris altius incedit, dum eis sua misteria pandit, ac per 
hoc utrisque, manet communis, et parvulis, et perfectis. Scriptura Sa- 
cra pro uniuscuiusque lectoris intelligentia variatur, sicut manna, quod 
populo veteri pro singulorum delectatione varium dabat saporem. Iuxta 
enim sensuum capacitatem singulis sermo divinus congruit. Ideo in li- 
bris sanctis quedam obscura, quedam aperta reperiuntur, ut intellectus 
lectoris et studium augeatur. Nam si cuncta paterent, statim intellecta 
vilescerent. Rursus si cuncta clausa existerent, confestim diffidentiam 
gignerent. Ne ergo desperatio de obscuris fiat, ea que manifesta sunt 
satiant. Et ne de intellectis fastidium existat, ea que clausa sunt desi- 
derium excitant” Hec ille. 

Qui pulchre alludit beatus Gregorius Super Ezechielem omelia 22* sic 
inquiens: “sicut lapis frigidus est tactus sed percussus ignem emittit, 
sic verba Sacre Scripture frigide quidem sapiunt in sensu littere, sed si 
quis ipsa per donum intellectus pulsaverit velud ignem de silice misticum 
sensum ex ipsis producit? Hec Gregorius. 

Iste autem ignis et eius productio de silice littere pertinet ad doctores 
et perfectiores, qui ceteros illuminant ad modum ignis. Aliis autem mi- 


32 et] seculum add. sed del. ms. 62 silice] per add. sed del. ms. 


42-58 Ysidoro — excitant: ISIDORUS HISPALENSIS, Sententiae I, c. 18, sent. 2-6, ed. 
P. CAZIER (CCSL, 111), Turnhout 1998, pp. 62-63. 59-63 Gregorius — produ- 
cit: GREGORIUS MAGNUS, Homiliae in Hiezechihelem prophetam II, hom. 10, 1, ed. 
M. ADRIAEN (CCSL, 142), Turnhout 1971, p. 380, 14-17. 
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noribus et simplicioribus, si non ignis, tamen fumus ignis ex studio Sacre 
Scripture resultat [305va] velud quidam vapor divinus se ingerens eorum 
mentibus. Unde beatus Ieronimus in Epistola ad Damasum, tractans 
illud Ys. 6,<4>: Repleta est fumo domus Domini, sic ait: “Ex igne" 
divinorum eloquiorum “totam substantiam capere non possumus, sed 
levior quedam intelligentia ut fumi natura in ipso igne in nobis spar- 
gitur quamdiu ez parte cognoscimus et ex parte prophetamus <1 Cor. 
13,9>”. Hec ille. 

“Amor autem mundane scientie nil aliud querit nisi hominem vanis 
laudibus extollere. Nam quanto maiora fuerint humane litterature stu- 
dia, tanto animus arrogantie fastu inflatus maiori intumescit iactantia." 
Cuius scientie studentibus dicitur Ys. 5,21»: Ve qui sapientes estis in 
occulis vestris, et coram vobismetipsis prudentes. Hac litteratura se ca- 
rere et ob hoc se abiliorem ad celestis paradisi gaudia subeunda eximius 
ille prophetarum sanctus David gloriabatur, dicens Ps. 70,<15-16>: 
Quoniam non cognovi litteraturam, introibo in potentias Domini. Sa- 
cra vero Scriptura, que secum hanc felicem compatitur ignorantiam, in 
cunctis docens humilitatis regulam, suis discipulis et studentibus dicit 
Matth. 11,<29>: Discite a me, quia mitis sum, et humilis corde. Multi 
tamen huius castissime sponse quondam zelatores fervidi nunc heu divor- 
cium celebrant quando hoc quod libris norunt opere implere negligunt, 
dicentes ei illud Iob 21,<14>: Recede a nobis. Scientiam viarum tua- 
rum nolumus etc. De quibus conqueritur beatus Augustinus in tractatu 
De arbore interdicta sic inquiens: ^Imperatoris sanctiones nemo sine pe- 
riculo sui sanguinis contempnit, sed omnes suscipiunt cum tremore et 
veneratione, et adorant vilissimam cartulam attramento scriptam, et ve- 
Iud divinos adorant apices. Scripture autem divine leguntur, verba Dei 
intonant. Ipse Dominus quodammodo presens presentibus loquitur, et 
heu non auditur, nemo corde percipit. Sed fastidiose creatoris celi et 
terre homines audiunt eloquia, et quod peius est, sedentes fabulis va- 
cant. Imperator moralis longe positus de cartula loquitur, et timetur, et 
quasi presens in eadem carta adoratur. Testimonium vero imperatoris 
vivorum ac mortuorum dum recitatur a multis contempnitur. Ipsum 
prophete clamant, apostoli predicant, et ewangeliste loquuntur: [305vb] 
per seipsum fabulatur hominibus et non auditur" Hec Augustinus. 


69 ex] d add. sed del. ms. 94 non] nemo a. c. ms. 


68-72 Ieronimus ` prophetamus: HIERONIMUS, Epistula Hieronymi ad Damasus (ep. 
18A), ed. I. HILBERG (CSEL, 54), p. 85. 74-76 amor - iactantia: ISIDORUS HISPA- 
LENSIS, Sententiae III, c. 13, ed. P. CAZIER, p. 238. 88-100 Augustinus — auditur: 
Hic non est Augustinus, sed AMBROSIUS, De arbore interdicta, cap. 3, ed. Parisius 
1476, p. 546. 
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Veneremur igitur, dilectissimi, hanc benedictam et venerabilem do- 
minam, Sacram videlicet Scripturam, et presertim in hoc secundo libro 
Sententiarum a magistro Petro Lombardo Parisiensi episcopo nobis tra- 
ditam, qui, inquam, Magister Petrus ratione celestis gratie perfusus in 
secundo Sententiarum suarum libro, quem iam pre manibus habemus, 
ostendit qualiter Deus gloriosus et sublimis ab ydeali interne conceptio- 
nis thalamo mundialis pallatii fabricam foras evocavit et mentale verbum 
quod ab eterno de creaturarum productione conceperat, reali earumdem 
existentia velud materiali verbo depinxit, non exterioris instrumenti la- 
borante suffragio, non materie preiacentis auxilio, sed solius voluntatis 
imperio sueque bonitatis participio principali existente motivo, sicut Ma- 
gister prohemialiter et generaliter declarat in prima distinctione secundi 
libri, executive vero et specialiter per totius secundi libri processum. 

Quod et luculenter claret ex verbis nostri thematis, ubi primo osten- 
ditur creature bonitas dum a Deo approbatur, quia Benedicta: benedixit 
eis, dicens: Crescite et multiplicamini, Gen. 1,22». 

Secundo manifestatur creature utilitas dum ad usum deputatur, quia 
tu: Tu confirmasti in virtute tua mare, contribulasti capita draconum in 
aquis. Tu confregisti capita draconis; dedisti eum escam populi Ethiopis. 
Tu dirupisti fontes et torrentes. Tu siccasti fluvios Ethan. Tu fecisti 
omnes terminos terre, estatem et ver tu plasmasti ea, Ps. 73,<13-17>. 

Tertio declaratur creature realitas dum distincte collocatur, quia in- 
ter: Inter nos et vos chaos magnum firmatum est, Luc. 16,26». 

Quarto notatur creature nobilitas dum in se multiplicatur, quia mu- 
lieres: Erant ibi mulieres multe que sequebantur Ihesum, Marci 15,«41; 
recte Matth. 27,55». Et alibi: Augebatur multitudo credentium virorum 
ac mulierum, Act. 5,<14>. 

Ideo non immerito excellentissime huic imperiali domine, sacre videli- 
cet theologie, replico dicens ei: Benedicta, tu, inter mulieres, que fuerunt 
verba loco thematis preassumpta. 


In quibus verbis sic debiliter introductis iuxta divisionem quadrimem- 
brem circa principium primi libri factam quatuor breviter innuuntur 
iuxta materiam quatuor librorum. Primo tangitur [306ra] in verbis pre- 
missis precelsa dignitas benedicte Trinitatis in sui veneratione existens 
omni laude digna. Et hoc tangitur cum premittitur Benedicta: Bene- 
dicta gloria Domini de loco suo, Ez. 3,12». De quo membro dicebatur 
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in principio primo. Et tractatum est de ipsa benedicta Trinitate per 
totum librum primum, de qua tamen nichil dignum fateor me dixisse, 
sed solum obscure et enigmatice pertransisse, ymo verius taliter quali- 
ter evasisse. De tertio vero et quarto eiusdem divisionis membris pro 
ultimis duobus libris reservatis, circa secundum membrum in presenti 
propositum meum figam. 

Dixi ergo secundo quantum ad materiam secundi libri Sententiarum 
quod in verbis thematis innuitur stupenda singularitas divine liberalita- 
tis in rerum productione faciens prodigia et signa, cum subiungitur in 
themate et in secundo loco ponitur tu: Tu es Deus qui facis mirabilia, 
Ps. 76,<15>. ‘Tu’ enim, secundum grammaticos, est pronomen singula- 
re demonstrativum et discretivum, et demonstrat hoc in loco et non ad 
oculum sed ad intellectum divinam maiestatem omnia citra se singulari- 
ter et discrete producentem, quia: Tui sunt celi, et tua est terra, inquit 
propheta: orbem terre, et plenitudinem eius tu fundasti, aquilonem et 
mare, tu creasti, Ps. 88,13». 

Mirando igitur contemplemur et contemplando miremur mirabilem 
opificem in huius mundi mirabilibus. Nam quid est mirabilius quam 
quod mundus iste sensibilis ex nichilo per conditoris efficentiam sumpsit 
exordium? Nummquid non etiam mirabilis est celi curia in aere letabun- 
do, in luminosis solis et lune mansionibus, in choruscantibus planetarum 
lampadibus, in rutilantium astrorum globis, in variis stellarum cursibus? 
Nummquid non etiam mirabilis est terra in nemorum frondibus, in cam- 
porum floribus, in fructuum dulcoribus, in diversorum animalium figuris 
et ferarum coloribus? Sed numquid non mirabiles sunt elationis maris in 
tumultuosis tempestatibus et procellis, in aquarum exitibus subterraneis 
et reditibus, in multitudine piscium et navibus? Nonne etiam mirabi- 
les sunt impressiones in tonitruis et fulminibus, in ventis et nubibus, in 
nive et grandinibus, in ratione pruina et pluviis, in multiphariis gem- 
marum virtutibus et herbarum viribus, in mineris et metallorum [306rb] 
generibus? Sed quid moralium mirabilia que fecit Dominus mirare et 
imperscrutabilia deficiente scrutinio potest investigare? Certe solus ille 
qui ea condidit, cuius sapientie non est numerus, hoc perfecte facere 
sufficit. 

Quanto igitur purioris intelligentie quis vigeat acumine, tanto diligen- 
tiori sollertia miretur ea mirabilia que tractantur in hoc secundo libro 
opera Altissimi, miretur, inquam, primo contemplando in hoc secundo 
libro opera Dei pure spiritualia; secundo pure corporalia; tertio partim 
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spiritualia et partim corporalia. De hiis triplicibus mirabilibus operibus 
benigni conditoris tractat Magister in hoc secundo libro. 

Primo ergo quilibet mentis acumine preditus miretur contemplando 
pure spiritualia, ut sunt angeli, quomodo videlicet Lucifer superbiens et 
legio consenciens ruit ad inferiora, et hoc quantum ad malorum ange- 
lorum aversionem; qualiter insuper turba proficiens a Deo non deficiens 
lucet ut aurora, et hoc quantum ad bonorum angelorum confirmatio- 
nem; de quibus Magister tractat a distinctione secunda huius secundi 
libri usque ad distinctionem XII?" inclusive, ità quod XII? distinctio 
includatur. 

Secundo quilibet ingenii lumine circumfultus contempletur in hoc se- 
cundo libro pure corporalia, ut sunt celi et elementa, de quibus agit a 
tredecima distinctione usque ad XVI?" exclusive. 

Tertio contempletur in hoc libro opera Dei partim spiritualia et partim 
corporalia, ut sunt homines, de quibus tractat Magister a distinctione 
XVI? usque ad finem huius secundi libri, ubi Magister agit de primo 
statu primorum parentum, et postea de lapsu eorumdem, sicut per Dei 
gratiam in processu huius secundi patebit. 

Hec igitur Dei mirabilia tripharia quantum possumus miremur et con- 
templemur, ut mens nostra consurgat aliqualiter ad increate Trinitatis 
sacramentum contemplandum hic in via per speculum in enigmate, et 
postea facie ad faciem in patria claritatis eterne. Quod nobis tribuat 
qui sine fine vivit et regnat, Deus trinus et unus in secula seculorum 
benedictus. Amen. 


« Determinatio questionis 


[306va] «Circa principium huius secundi libri Sententiarum Ihesu Chri- 
sti gratia humiliter postulata, quero utrum omnes creature que sunt aut 
fuerunt ab unico primo principio sufficienti processerunt. 

Et arguo primo quod non, quia si unum contrariorum est in natura, 
tunc et reliquum; sed summum bonum est summo malo contrarium; er- 
go cum in natura reperiatur summum bonum, quod est Deus gloriosus, 
etiam debet reperiri summum malum. Et ita secundum heresim Mani- 
cheorum erunt duo prima principia, id est unum bonorum, videlicet a 
quo bona processerunt, et aliud malorum, a quo mala processerunt. Pri- 


175 partim] sp add. sed del. ms. 186 a] ad ms. 


153-196 Mirando igitur — claritatis eterne: CONRADUS DE EBRACHO, Sermo in I 
principium Sententiarum, MS Oxford, Bodleian Library, Canon. Misc. 573, f. 54ra-b, 
verbatim (transcrivit Chris Schabel). 


The Cistercian Matthew of Zbraslav 


mum est principium spiritualium et invisibilium, secundum vero princi- 
pium corporalium et visibilium. Primum vocant Manichei ‘Deum lucis,’ 
et aliud vocant ‘Deum tenebrarum. Et hoc videtur esse fundatum in 
Sacra Scriptura, quia Salvator noster stans coram Pylato preside dixit 
Ioh. 18,<36>: Regnum meum non est de hoc mundo, ergo iste mundus 
visibilis non spectat ad Dominum Deum, et per consequens non proces- 
sit ab ipso Deo sicut a suo principio. Et Ioh. 12,<31> and 14,<30> 
Dominus Ihesus vocat Dyabolum principem huius mundi. Et Aposto- 
lus vocat Dyabolum Deum huius seculi, <2 Cor. 4,4». Et patet sic 
quia quidquid factum est a Deo hoc est diligendum; sed mundus non est 
diligendus, unde dicitur 1 Ioh. 2,<15>: Nolite diligere mundum; ergo 
mundus non est factus a Deo, et per consequens non omnes creature que 
sunt aut fuerunt ab unico primo principio descenderunt. 

Secundo arguitur contra idem sic: si questio esset vera, vel ergo Deus 
esset causa sufficiens vel insufficiens omnium creaturarum. Primum non 
potest dici, scilicet quod Deus sit principium vel causa insufficiens, quia 
nulla insufficientia est ponenda in Deo. Sed quod etiam non sit causa 
sufficiens probatur sic, quia posita causa sufficienti ponitur effectus; sed 
quandoque fuit Deus, qui est primum principium, quando tamen nullus 
fuit effectus, scilicet ante mundi creationem; ergo Deus non est causa 
vel principium sufficiens omnium creaturarum. 

Tertio et ultimo arguitur sic: Deus non est causa productiva omnium, 
ergo non produxit omnia, et per consequens non omnes creature ab eo 
processerunt. Antecedens probatur, quia Deo non convenit producere 
aliquid. Probatur, quia nobilissimo principio convenit nobilissima actio; 
sed productio, que est actio transsiens, non est nobilissima actio; ergo 
non convenit Deo. 

Sed in oppositum est Sacra Scriptura [306vb] in multis locis. Et Phi- 
losophus in 12 Methaphysice dicit unum esse principium a quo dependet 
celum et tota natura. Et ibidem in fine dicit quod unicus sit princeps 
quia nil valet pluralitas principum. Et ab ipso primo principio cunctis 
derivatum est esse et vivere, ut patet primo Celi. Et Ioh. 1,3»: Omnia 
per ipsum facta sunt. Et in Ps. 145,<6>: Qui fecit celum et terram, 
mare, et omnia que in eis sunt. 
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« Protestatio» 


Antequam aliquid de ista questione dicam, protestationem laudabilem 
premittam in scolis et actibus theologicis fieri consuetam. Protestor 
igitur quod nec in hoc actu, nec in quocumque alio imposterum per me 
fiendo intendo aliquid dicere etc. 

Ista protestatione sic stante, devenio ad decisionem questionis. Et 
disti<n>guo ipsam in tres articulos secundum materias trium argumen- 
torum. ln primo articulo videbitur utrum tantum unum sit primum 
principium. In secundo, dato quod sic, utrum ipsum sit causa sufficiens 
omnium producibilium. In tertio videbitur directe de quesito, utrum 
omnes creature que sunt et fuerunt ab ipso processerunt. 


«Primus articulus» 


Quantum ad primum articulum ego noto quod duplex est principium, 
scilicet principium doctrine, et de hoc nichil volo loqui in proposito. 

Aliud est principium essendi, et tale est duplex, scilicet principium 
primarium, sicut Deus vel prima causa, primus motor, summum bo- 
num, primum agens, independens, purus actus, simpliciter perfectum, 
omnipotens, et sic de aliis, que omnia supponunt pro eodem. 

Aliud est principium essendi secundarium. Et ad excludendum tale 
principium secundarium apponitur in titulo questionis ‘ab unico primo 
principio. Et quamvis materia prima sit principium essendi in certo 
genere, scilicet in genere cause materialis, tamen ipsa non est simpliciter 
primum principium. 

Secundo ego noto quod Pytagoras cum suis sequacibus posuerunt duos 
ordines entium: unum ordinem bonorum, alium ordinem malorum. In 
primo ordine, scilicet bonorum, posuerunt ea que secuntur, scilicet prefi- 
xum, unum, necessarium, dextrum, masculum, rectum, lumen, tetrago- 
num, quiescens, bonum. In secundo ordine, scilicet malorum, posuerunt 
contraria illorum, puta infinitum, multitudinem, superfluum, sinistrum, 
feminam, curvum, tenebras, altera parte longius, motum, malum. Et 
ex hoc [307ra] surrexit ^et pullulavit heresis Manicheorum", sicut dicit 
Sanctus Thomas in Scripto, qui “dixerunt esse duos Deos: unum di- 
xerunt esse creatorem bonorum, invisibilium, et incorporalium et Novi 
Testamenti; alium dixerunt esse Deum Veteris Testamenti et creatorem 
malorum, visibilium, et corporalium." 
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Istis premissis sit prima conclusio istius primi articuli ista: aliquid est 
primum principium. Hec conclusio est concessa communiter ab omnibus 
tam philosophis gentilibus quam catholicis. 

Et probatur sic ratione Scoti: Aliqua est prima causa, ergo aliquod est 
primum principium. Consequentia tenet ab inferiori ad superius, quia 
omnis causa est principium et non econverso, quia Pater in divinis est 
principium Filii, ut patet in primo libro circa distinctionem undecimam; 
sed Pater in divinis non est causa, saltem proprie dicta, Filii, quia omnis 
causa prestantioris et nobilioris condicionis est quam causatum; ergo 
illa consequentia est bona. Sed antecedens, videlicet quod aliqua sit 
prima causa, probatur sic, quia aliquis effectus est, ergo aliqua causa 
est. Vel ergo talis causa est a se ipsa, vel est ab alio, vel a nullo, per 
sufficientem divisionem. Non potest dici quod talis causa est a se ipsa, 
quia nichil generat se ipsum vel producit, ut dicit Philosophus in 2? De 
anima, et beatus Augustinus in primo De Trinitate, capitulo primo. Si 
vero dicetur quod talis causa a nullo est, tunc habebo intentum quod 
ipsa sit prima causa, quia est ipsa causa qua non est alia prior. Si 
vero dicis quod talis causa est ab alio, sit ergo illud aliud A: tunc vel 
A est simpliciter independens, et sic est primum principium; vel est 
dependens, et tunc iterum dependet ab alio. Tunc sit illud aliud B; 
tunc arguitur de B sicud de A. Vel ergo erit processus in infinitum in 
essentialiter ordinatis, quod est contra Philosophum 2? Methaphysice et 
7° Physicorum; vel erit circulatio in causis, et sic idem causaret se ipsum; 
vel tandem devenietur ad unam causam primam et independentem, et 
illa erit primum principium; igitur questio vera. 

Correlarium primum: in principiis essendi est status. 

Correlarium secundum: primum principium non est effectus. 

Correlarium tertium: primum principium non est dependens. 


Conclusia secunda: impossibile est esse plura principia prima. 
Probatur sic, quia si est possibile, sint ergo duo, scilicet A et B, quia 

sicut arguitur de istis sic etiam potest argui de quibuscumque aliis. Tunc 

sic: vel ergo A precise includit omnem perfectionem ipsius B, et econver- 
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so B includit precise omnem perfectionem ipsius A, vel non. [307rb] Si 
unum precise includit omnem perfectionem alterius et econverso, tunc 
unum est aliud et sunt idem, et sic in eis nulla erit diversitas, et per 
consequens ipsa non sunt plura prima principia. Si vero unum illorum 
non includit omnem perfectionem alterius, tunc illud quod aliquam per- 
fectionem non includit, quam tamen aliud includit, non est simpliciter 
perfectum, igitur ipsum non est primum principium, quia primum prin- 
cipium nulla perfectione caret, et perfectum simpliciter est cui nichil 
deficit, ex 5 Metaphysice et 1 Celi. 

Et confirmatur sic ista conclusio: si possunt esse plura prima principia, 
tunc etiam possunt esse plures dii. Consequentia tenet ex notabili primo, 
quia ‘primum principium’ et ‘Deus’ idem valent. Sed impossibile est 
esse plures deos. Probatur sic: si est possibile, sint ergo duo dii. Tunc 
sic: vel ergo uterque illorum esset omnipotens, aut tantum unus eorum 
esset omnipotens, vel neuter eorum. Si neuter eorum esset omnipotens, 
tunc etiam neuter eorum esset Deus. Si vero tantum unus eorum esset 
omnipotens, tunc alter eorum non esset Deus, et sic adhuc non dedisti 
michi duos deos. 

Si vero ambo essent omnipotentes, tunc sequitur quod eadem res simul 
et semel esset et non esset. Probatur sic, quia vel ambo illi dii quos tu 
ponis concurrunt ad productionem A effectus vel unus eorum resisteret 
alteri in producendo A effectum. Si ambo concurrunt ad productionem 
eiusdem effectus, tunc unus illorum superflueret, quia unus Deus omni- 
potens potest totum effectum producere. Si vero unus eorum resisteret 
alteri in producendo, tunc vel essent eque fortes in agendo vel unus vin- 
ceretur ab alio. Si unus vinceretur ab alio, tunc ille victus non esset 
Deus. Si vero sunt eque fortes et unus resistit alteri, tunc idem effectus 
precise pro eodem tempore esset et non esset, quia qua ratione esset 
ratione unius qui vellet A effectum producere, eadem ratione non esset 
ratione illius qui vellet A non esse. Et quia omnia illa sunt impossibilia, 
igitur conclusio vera. 

Correlarium primum: non sunt plura prima principia quorum unum 
esset principium bonorum et aliud malorum, ut dixerunt Pytagorici. 

Correlarium secundum: non sunt duo prima principia quorum unum 
esset principium visibilium et aliud invisibillium, ut dicunt Manychei. 

Correlarium tertium: non sunt duo prima principia quorum unum sit 
lis et aliud amicitia, ut dixit Empedecles. [307va] 
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Tertia conclusio responsalis et ultima istius articuli, que sequitur ex 
ambabus precedentibus: tantum unum est primum principium essendi, 
sicud in proposito loquimur de primo principio. 

Probatur sic: aliquid est primum principium, ex conclusione prima; 
et non sunt nec possunt esse plura principia prima, ex conclusione se- 
cunda; ergo tantum unum est primum principium. Consequentia tenet 
ab exponentibus ad exposita. 

Correlarium: non sunt tot principia prima quot sunt persone divine 
seu quot sunt supposita divina. Patet, quia tres sunt persone divine et 
tantum unum est primum principium, igitur correlarium verum. 

Ex hoc ulterius sequitur quod illa consequentia non est bona: tria sunt 
supposita divina et quodlibet divinum suppositum est primum princi- 
pium, ergo tria sunt prima principia. Et tantum de primo articulo. 


«Secundus articulus» 


Quantum ad secundum articulum, qui est de hoc: utrum primum prin- 
cipium sit causa sufficiens ipsorum producibilium, noto quod quamvis 
causa dicitur multipliciter, scilicet actualis et potentialis, per se et per 
accidens, totalis et partialis, sufficiens et insufficiens, et sic de aliis, ta- 
men in proposito solum volo loqui de causa per se et sufficienti. 

Unde causa sufficiens est duplex: quedam est causa sufficiens in ge- 
nere, alia est causa sufficiens simpliciter. Causa sufficiens in genere est 
causa in aliquo genere causandi preter quam non requiritur alia causa in 
eodem genere, ut materia est causa sufficiens in genere cause materialis. 
Sed causa sufficiens simpliciter est causa preter quam non requiritur alia 
causa previa ad aliquem effectum. Et hoc potest dupliciter intelligi: uno 
modo sic quod aliquis effectus ponatur quo ad fieri et quo ad esse, nul- 
la alia causa concurrente; alio modo sic quod illa causa sufficiens potest 
omnia preter se ad effectum illum intrinsece et extrinsece requisita simul 
in esse ponere cum ipso effectu. 

'Tunc sit prima conclusio pro isto articulo ista: non cuiuslibet effectus 
primum principium est causa sufficiens primo modo capiendo causam 
sufficientem, scilicet pro causa que ponit effectum in esse vel fieri nulla 
alia causa concurrente. 

Probatur sic, quia non est possibile primum principium, id est Deum, 
producere hominem vel asinum nulla alia causa concurrente, igitur con- 
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clusio vera. Antecedens probatur, quia impossibile est produci hominem 
nisi concurrat materia et forma ipsius. 

Confirmatur: Deus non potest facere quod sol splendeat nisi etiam alia 
causa concurrat, scilicet ipse sol met, nec potest facere quod intelligentia 
intelligat nisi ipsa intelligentia met concurrat. 

Correlarium quod sequitur ex ista conclusione est hoc: primum princi- 
pium non potest supplere vicem cause materialis, nec etiam vicem cause 
formalis per se inherentis. [307vb] 


Conclusio secunda: cuiuslibet effectus non quanti seu non habentis par- 
tes primum principium potest esse causa sufficiens, illo primo modo ca- 
piendo causam sufficientem, scilicet pro causa que producit aliquem ef- 
fectum nulla alia causa concurrente. 

Probatur sic, quia Deus gloriosus, qui est primum principium, potest 
quemlibet effectum non habentem partes se solo producere sic quod 
nulla alia causa secum concurrat ad illius effectus productionem, igitur 
conclusio vera. Antecedens patet, quia potest producere angelum sine 
omni alia causa concurrente, quia Deus producit angelum sine materia 
et sine forma inherente angelo. 

Correlarium: Deus potest supplere vicem cause efficientis secundarie. 

Conclusio tertia et ultima, que respondet ad hunc articulum, est ista: 
cuiuslibet effectus producibilis primum principium potest esse causa suf- 
ficiens secundo modo capiendo causam sufficientem, scilicet pro causa 
que simul potest producere effectum et omnia ad ipsum extrinsece et 
intrinsece requisita preter se ipsam. 

Probatur, quia si alicuius effectus producibilis primum principium non 
esset causa sufficiens illo secundo modo, maxime esset effectus compo- 
situs. Falsitas probatur, quia omnia requisita ad esse effectus compositi 
preter se primum principium potest simul de novo in esse ponere, igi- 
tur est causa sufficiens illius effectus. Consequentia tenet ex notabili. 
Sed antecedens probatur, quia Deus potest simul producere materiam 
et formam et omnia accidentia hominis vel asini. 

Correlarium: non sequitur ‘Deus est causa sufficiens A effectus pro- 
ducibilis, igitur si primum principium est, A est? Et tantum de articulo 
secundo. 


« Articulus tertius» 


Quantum ad articulum tertium, qui est de quesito, scilicet utrum omnes 
creature que sunt aut fuerunt ab unico primo principio sufficienti pro- 
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cesserunt, quamvis ex predictis duobus articulis posset elici responsio 
ad illam questionem, tamen pro speciali responsione noto breviter quod 
duplex est causa efficiens seu principium effectivum, scilicet producens 
et conservans. De principio conservante seu de causa conservativa dicunt 
non solum theologi, sed etiam philosophi gentiles, quod Deus est causa 
conservativa omnium citra se. Sed de principio productivo fuit dubium 
apud philosophos gentiles. 

Et ideo ponam conclusionem istam pro isto articulo: primum princi- 
pium est omnium aliorum a se causa productiva. 

Patet per illud Ioh. 1,<3>: Omnia per ipsum facta sunt, et Prov. 
16,<4>: omnia propter se ipsum operatus est Dominus. Et beatus Au- 
gustinus in 1 De Trinitate [308ra] capitulo 15 dicit: nulla est natura 
“quam iste non constituit, a quo est omnis modus, omnis species, et 
omnis ordo, sine quibus nichil inveniri aut excogitari potest." 

Et probatur sic ratione: quidquid perfectionis est in aliis rebus, hoc 
totum in primo principio sive in Deo perfectissime reperitur et contine- 
tur, ut patet 5? Methaphysice per Aristotelem et suum Commentatorem; 
sed posse producere effective in omnibus rebus dicit perfectionem, quia 
unumquodque tunc perfectum est cum poterit sibi simile generare, ut 
patet per Philosophum in multis locis; igitur conclusio vera. 

Correlarium responsivum directe sequens ex hac conclusione et duobus 
articulis precedentibus: omnes creature que sunt aut fuerunt ab unico 
primo principio sufficienti processerunt. 

Correlarium ultimum: questio sicut proponitur est vera. 


Et tunc ad primum argumentum ante oppositum, quando arguitur, 
‘summum bonum est summo malo contrarium’, respondetur secundum 
Petrum hoc negando nisi secundum nomen tantum, tum quia non est 
ponere aliquod creatum malum quod non habeat bonum; tum quia illi 
bono quod non potest corrumpi nec diminui nichil potest opponi contra- 
rie vel privative. Et quando ulterius dicitur de Manicheis qui posuerunt 
duo principia, unum bonorum et aliud malorum, respondetur quod ipsi 
erraverunt tamquam heretici. 


437 unumquodque] p. c. ms. 445 tum quia] p. c. ms. 


429-430 Augustinus — capitulo 15: Non invenitur in De Trinitate, sed in AUGU- 
STINUS HIPPONENSIS, De civitate Dei XI, c. 15, ed. B. DOMBART, A. KALB (CCSL, 
48), Turnhout 1955, p. 336. 435 Methaphysice per Aristotelem: ARISTOTELES, Me- 
taphysica V, c. 15, 1021 b 12-13. Cf. Les auctoritates Aristotelis, ed. HAMESSE, 
p. 126, prop. 138. 435 commentatorem: AVERROES, Comm. In Metaphysicam V, 
com. 21, f. 131 B. Apud Les auctoritates Aristotelis, ed. HAMESSE, p. 126, prop. 138. 
444-445 secundum Petrum: PETRUS ABELARDUS, Dialogus inter Philosophum, Ju- 
daeum et Christianum, ed. R. THOMAS, Stuttgart-Bad-Cannstatt 1970, p. 82*. 
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Monica BRÎNZEI 


Sed tunc ad auctoritates que adducuntur, scilicet Regnum meum non 
est de hoc mundo, Nolite diligere mundum «Ioh. 18,36>, respondetur 
secundum Richardum de Media Villa et Bonaventuram quod ‘mundus’ 
in Scriptura Sacra diversis modis accipitur: ^uno modo pro universita- 
te creaturarum, et sic accipitur Ioh. 1, «10», cum dicitur: Mundus 
per ipsum factus est? Secundo modo accipitur ‘mundus’ “pro statu no- 
stre conversationis prout habet annexam miseriam, et sic accipitur Ioh. 
17,«11»* ubi Salvator noster ad Patrem suum loquens dixit de suis di- 
scipulis: et hii in mundo sunt. Tertio modo sumitur ‘mundus’ pro statu 
huius conversationis prout habet annexam culpam, et sic accipitur I Ioh. 
5,«19» ubi dicitur: mundus totus in maligno positus est. Ultimo capi- 
tur ‘mundus’ pro multitudine reproborum, et sic iterum accipitur Ioh. 
17,<9>, ubi dixit Dominus: Ego pro eis rogo, id est pro meis discipulis, 
non pro mundo, id est non pro congregatione reproborum. Modo quan- 
do dixit Dominus Ioh. 18,436»: Regnum meum non est de hoc mundo, 
intelligitur de mundo, id est de mundana conversatione et culpabili. Et 
[308 rb] similiter intelligitur illud: Nolite diligere mundum etc. 

Sed quod Dyabolus dicitur Deus huius seculi, hoc non debet intelligi 
per creationem sic quod Dyabolus creasset hunc mundum, sed dicitur 
per quandam similitudinem, quia Dyabolus dominium et principatum 
habet super vanam conversationem peccatorum. Ipse etiam Dyabolus 
dicitur ‘princeps huius mundi’, id est super peccatores, non quod possit 
aliquem cogere ad peccandum, sed quia ipse primo peccavit et ipse fuit 
primus peccator, et alii peccatores ipsum quasi principem imitantur. 

Ad secundum dico quod Deus est causa sufficiens. Et ulterius dico 
quod illa regula “posita causa sufficienti, ponitur effectus" debet intel- 
ligi de causa sufficiente non libera. Vel intelligitur sic: posita causa 
sufficienti modo quo est sufficiens, ponitur effectus. 

At tertium, quando arguitur ‘nobilissimo principio convenit nobilissi- 
ma actio; sed productio rerum ad extra est actio transiens et non est 
nobilissima actio; ergo non convenit Deo,’ respondetur: licet actio trans- 
siens in exteriorem materiam cum exclusione actionis immanentis non 
est ita nobilis quod ipsa in Deo sit ponenda, tamen actio transiens que 


458 patrem] nostrum add. sed del. ms. 464 non] sup. l. ms. 478 modo] 
omnino a. c. ms. 479 quando] dicitur add. sed del. ms. 


453 secundum Richardum de Media Villa: RICHARDUS DE MEDIAVILLA, Super qua- 
tuor libro Sententiarum II, d. 1, a. 2, ad. 1, ed. Brescia 1591, f. 19rb, verbatim. 
453 Bonaventuram: BONAVENTURA, Commentaria in quatuor libros Sententiarum 
II, d. 1, pars 1, a. 2, q. 1, ad. 1-3, vol. II, ed. Quaracchi 1886, pp. 26b-27a. 476 illa 
regula — effectus: Vide AVICENNA LATINUS, Liber de philosophia prima sive scientia 
divina, I, c. 6, ed. S. van Riet, Leiden, 1977. p. 38sqq. 


'The Cistercian Matthew of Zbraslav 279 


includit seu presupponit actionem immanentem in nullo derogat nobi- 
lissimo principio; modo sic est in proposito, quia Deus producit res per 485 
intelligere et velle, ut postea melius patebit; ergo productio rerum in 
Deo et convenit Deo. 

Et tantum de secundo principali huius presentis actus. 


485 per] pro ms. 


Vienna 


Précher sur les Sentences : 
sermons sur l’œuvre du 
Lombard a la bibliothéque des 
Dominicains de Vienne* 


Edit Anna Lukács 
(IRHT, 
CNRS, Paris, France) 


La définition de Pierre le Chantre des différentes táches du maitre en 
théologie se termine sur la prédication!. Si tant est qu'on puisse déceler 
dans son énumération une hiérarchie, celle-ci se trouve renversée dans 
la première lecture donnée par un nouveau maitre en théologie sur les 
Sentences. Ainsi l'acte solennel du principium, par lequel un bachelier 
débutait sa lecture sur les Sentences de Pierre Lombard, au XV* siécle à 
Vienne comme dans de nombreuses universités européennes, commencait 


Cet article est une version remaniée de ma communication donnée à Paris en 
2015 lors du colloque sur les principia. Je remercie les participants qui ont été 
nombreux à me faire part de leur suggestions; mais aussi Viliam Stefan Dóci 
OP et Till Hótzel pour leur disponibilité et conseils de bibliothécaires avisés des 
Dominicains de Vienne ; Franz Lackner pour la discussion sur son article crucial ; 
Katharina Kaska pour le concours concernant Jean Angrer; et Christoph Egger 
pour son aide constante et discréte. Mes recherches ont été réalisées dans le cadre 
du projet FWF V356-G19. 

« In tribus igitur consistit exercitium sacrae scripturae, circa lectionem, dis- 
putationem et predicationem. » PIERRE LE CHANTRE, Verbum abbreviatum, ed. 
J.P. MIGNE, Paris 1885 (Patrologia Latina 205), p. 25. Cette énumération réappa- 
rait notamment dans le sermon d'un principium aux Sentences dans le manuscrit 


Wien, Dominikanerkonvent, Cod. 235/293, f. 101. 
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par un sermon (sermo ou recommendatio) et était suivi d'une disputa- 
tion (questio) et de remerciements (gratiarum actio)?. Cette importance 
du préche, par ailleurs omniprésente dans le milieu académique médié- 
val, devait trouver un écho particulier chez les Dominicains chargés de 
conférer une portée sans égal à la défense publique des Ecritures Saintes. 

Le sermon d'un principium était à la base un exercice complexe. Tout 
en partageant les caractéristiques générales des sermons universitaires, 
tels le choix d'un thema initial, l'usage de la prose rimée et d'un voca- 
bulaire sophistiqué,? le sermon d'un principium se devait de présenter 
une réflexion à la fois sur la Bible et le commentaire des Sentences dont 
il introduisit la lecture. Cette double orientation se traduisait le plus 
souvent par un effort d'unification de l'Ecriture Sainte et de l'oeuvre 
du Lombard au sein du méme schéma ou à l'aide de schémas subsé- 
quents alternant les sujets. A la différence des sermons prononcés dans 
le cadre d'un principium biblique?, les sermons aux Sentences devaient 
également introduire la thématique de la question disputée ultérieure- 
ment. En somme, il s'agissait à la fois d'aménager le rapport entre deux 
matiéres, une scripturaire et une dogmatique, et de spécifier la perspec- 
tive adoptée sur un des quatre livres des Sentences. 


Geschichte der kaiserlichen Universität zu Wien, ed. R. KINK, Vienne 1854, 
t. 2, pp. 126-127. Cf. S. CLASEN, Collectanea zum Studien- und Buchwesen des 
Mittelalters (Mit besonderer Berücksichtigung der Kölner Universität und der 
Mendikantenstudien), Berlin 1960, p. 251. Voir également W.J. COURTENAY, “- 
From Dinkelsbühl's Quaestiones Communes to the Vienna Group Commentary. 
The Vienna ‘School’, 1415-1425", in Nicholas of Dinkelsbühl and the Sentences 
at Vienna in the Early Fifteenth Century, ed. M. BRINZEI (Studia Sententiarum, 
1), Turnhout 2015, pp. 267-303; E.A. LUKÁCS, « Disputieren an der Theologi- 
schen Fakultät der Universität Wien um 1400 », in Mitteilungen des Instituts für 
Osterreichische Geschichtsforschung 124 (2016), p. 423. 

J.-F. GENEST, « Une collection de discours inauguraux pour l'enseignement des 
arts au collège Saint-Bernard », in Du copiste au collectionneur. Mélanges d'his- 
toire des textes et des bibliothèques en l'honneur d'André Vernet, éd. D. NEBBIAI- 
DALLA GUARDA, J.-F. GENEST, Turnhout 1998, p. 194; J. HAMESSE, « La pré- 
dication universitaire : éloquence sacrée, éloquence profane? », in Ephemerides 
Liturgicae 105 (1991), pp. 283-300. 

Voir N.K. SPATZ, Principia. A study and edition of inception speeches delivered 
before the faculty of theology at the University of Paris, ca. 1180-1286, thèse 
de l'université de Cornell 1992; Th. PRUGL, “Medieval Biblical Principia as 
Reflections on the Nature of Theology", in What is « Theology » in the Middle 
Ages ? Religious Cultures of Europe (11th — 15" Centuries) as reflected in their 
Self- Understanding, ed. M. OLSZEWSKI, Münster 2007 (Archa Verbi Subsidia, 1), 
pp. 253-275. 
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Ce double aspect justifie l'intérét porté ici à ce genre, sur lequel la 
bibliothéque des Dominicains des Vienne est susceptible d'offrir une ma- 
tière inexplorée, mais riche en informations. Le XV* siècle apparait dans 
cette investigation comme charnier : secondé, puis remplacé par le com- 
mentaire des œuvres de l'Aquinate, les Sentences de Pierre Lombard 
cristallisaient la différence des mendiants dans le milieu universitaire. 
Pourtant, à Vienne, il y a une tension harmonisée : tandis que l'histoire 
institutionnelle des Dominicains Viennois témoigne de leur intégration 
pleine et entiére au milieu académique, leurs différences d'approche en 
théologie, notamment en terme de commentaires des Sentences, s'ac- 
cordent avec celui de leur ordre et signent malgré tout leur séparation 
progressive de l'enseignement commun ou « officiel » de leur université. 


Les Dominicains et l'université de Vienne 


Le couvent des Dominicains de Vienne a été fondé en 1226 par le prince 
Léopold VI. Depuis le XIII? siècle, il y existait un studium particulare. 
La naissance de l'université, plus précisément de sa faculté de théologie 
en 1384 a permis d'absorber la majeure partie de l'enseignement externe 
en incorporant, d’après les statuts de 1389, les études théologiques des 
mendiants aux études universitaires. Mémes les études en arts libéraux 
suivirent au cours du XV° siècle. Ce développement qu'Isnard Franck 
décrit comme caractéristique d'abord du couvent de Vienne et ensuite de 
Heidelberg, pouvait avoir pour origine l'entrée accrue dans l'ordre d'étu- 
diants au cours de leur scolarité à la Faculté des Arts’. Ainsi, les Domi- 
nicains Viennois pouvaient accomplir leur cursus intégralement dans le 
milieu laic. 

Les Dominicains n'étaient pas représentés qu'au niveau des étudiants ; 
ils étaient également dotés d'une chair de professeur de théologie. L'uni- 
versité de Vienne a établi cette chaire à l'obtention du doctorat par le 
dominicain Francois de Retz en 1388, c'est-à-dire quatre ans seulement 


ot 


Pour une bibliographie sur l'histoire du couvent voir I. W. FRANK, Hausstudium 
und Universitätsstudium der Wiener Dominikaner bis 1500, Vienne 1968, p. 1, 
n. 1. 

FRANK, Hausstudium, pp. 40-62. 

Concernant l'incorporation : KINK, Geschichte, t. 2, p. 110, titre 5 et le chapitre 
« Herausbildung einer neuen Gewohnheit in Wien », in FRANK, Hausstudium, 
pp. 122-130. 
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après la fondation de la Faculté de théologie?. La salle de lecture du 
professeur dominicain (magister regens actu cathedram stipendiatam), en 
méme temps directeur des programmes d'études, se trouvait au couvent ; 
c'est ici qu'il donnait ses cours (lectio ordinaria) et qu'avait lieu une 
partie des disputes ordinaires (disputationes ordinariae) sous sa respon- 
sabilité. La pratique de la lecture des Sentences chez les mendiants de- 
vait obéir à une restriction promulguée par les supérieurs dominicains : 
« Que les lecteurs lisent plus longuement que d'habitude sur la Bible 
et que dans leur lecture des Sentences, tout en évitant le verbiage pe- 
sant, ils traitent séparément trois ou quatre articles de la doctrine de 
frére Thomas. »? Les principia, quant à eux, ne formaient pas l'objet de 
dispositions particulières!0. 

La fusion des études universitaires et du couvent aurait pu être favo- 
rable pour la bibliothéque du dernier, mais la collection de manuscrits 
des Dominicains n'est que le reflet terni de leur activité académique pas- 
sée. Le catalogue moderne de la bibliothéque du couvent, daté de 1952, 
contient 240 entrées, qui viennent de s'enrichir de huit exemplaires en 


Le doyen de la faculté de théologie en 1504, Jean Werd a énuméré les professeurs 
dominicains dans un memorandum : « In eodem consistorio lecturam ordina- 
riam in sacra theologica facultate quantum ad unum doctorem quasi ab anno 
Domini millesimo tricentensimo octogesimo octavo regentibus eandem lecturam 
egregiis olim patribus et magistris ordinis Predicatorum Fransisco de Retza, Hen- 
rico Wetstock, Johanne Nyder, Johanne Streler, Leonardo de Valle Brixinensi, 
Crisosthomo de Wangen, Andrea de Laa, Udalrico Zehentner, Eberhardo de Cli- 
vis, Johanne de Werd, nonnunquam eorum vicesgerentibus Jacobo de Stubach, 
Conrado Herbst Reginaldo Rempelhofer, Alexio Putzelindex[old|Alexio Putzel 
et aliis quibusdam, usque ad hunc annum 1504 apud fratres ordinis Predicato- 
rum hic permansisse ostendii, cuius rei conjecturam quantum quartum folium 
antiquorum actorum ostendit, ubi pro reparatione scolarum conventus eorun- 
dem fratrum facultas ipsa theologica, anno Domino 1400 unum florenum et 77 
denarios exposuit et de hoc etiam folio 62 ipsius libri evidenter habetur. » Wien, 
Archiv der Universität, Acta Facultatis Theologiae, t. 2, f. 41v cité d’après la 
transcription de FRANK, Hausstudium, pp. 109—110. Voir aussi ibid., pp. 113, 
175, 179. 

« Lectores quoque de textu biblie plus solito legant et in lectura de sententiis ad 
minus tres vel quatuor articulos de doctrina fratris Thome pertractent, prolixi- 
tate onerosa vitata. » in Acta capitulorum generalium Ordinis Praedicatorum. IT : 
Ab anno 1304 usque ad 1378, ed. B.M. REICHERT (Monumenta Ordinis Fratrum 
Praedicatorum Historica, 4), Rome 1899, pp. 64-65. 

Sur les principia chez les Dominicains de Vienne voir FRANK, Hausstudium, 
pp. 175-177 et G. HAFELE, Franz von Retz. Ein Beitrag zur Gelehrtengeschichte 
des Dominikanerordens und der Wiener Universität am Ausgange des Mittelal- 
ters, Vienne 1918, pp. 68-74. 
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provenance du couvent récemment dissout de Graz!!. Nous sommes loin 
du premier catalogue, daté de 1513, qui faisait référence à 985 volumes!?. 
La collection a donc souffert de pertes majeures et les entrées de livres 
ne furent pas nombreuses. Les premiers manuscrits conservés au couvent 
datent du XIII* siécle; mais la majeure partie de la collection provient 
des XIV*-XV* siècles. Au XV" siècle, quelques frères cultivés rédigeaient 
eux-mêmes leurs écrits au couvent. Pour le reste, la bibliothèque s'enri- 
chissait des dons des fréres entrants aux ordres, de quelques acquisitions 
modestes, ainsi que des legs externes, comme celui du théologien Thomas 
Ebendorfer!?. 

Le catalogue de 1513 répertorie un grand nombre de commentaires sur 
les Sentences, majoritairement d'auteurs dominicains, mais on se trouve 
d'ores et déjà en absence quasi-totale de textes liés à l'enseignement du 
Lombard à l'université de Vienne!{. Seuls les commentaires de Nicolas 
Dinkelsbühl et de Narcisse Herz de Berching, chacun en trois tomes, ont 
survécu”. La constellation de ces deux auteurs, comme nous le verrons 
plus loin, se révéle aujourd'hui prévenante. En outre, dans sa thése dé- 
fendue en 1964 à l'Institut für Osterreichische Geschichtsforschung, le 
dominicain Isnard Frank a identifié un Commentaire des Sentences lu 
au couvent en 1434-1435 par Johannes Streler; des fragments en sont 
contenus dans le manuscrit n? 20 de la Bibliothéque de la ville de Franc- 
fort!®. Ces maigres restes permettent à peine de dresser un tableau de 


11 Parmi ces huit exemplaires, un manuscrit des Postilla de Nicolas de Lyre daté 


de 1461, ne fait que rentrer à sa bibliothéque d'origine. Tous les manuscrits de 
Graz datent du 15° siècle. 

Pour la liste de manuscrits voir Th. GOTTLIEB, Mittelalterliche Bibliothekska- 
taloge Osterreichs, Vienne 1915, pp. 284-414; aussi T. HÔTZEL, Geordnetes 
Wissen — Der Bibliothekskatalog des Wiener Dominikanerklosters von 1513 als 
Quelle, Vienne 2015 avec une correspondance des anciens cotes avec des manus- 
crits existants chez les Dominicains ou dans d'autres collections aux pp. 75-115. 
J. ASCHBACH, Geschichte der Wiener Universitat im ersten Jahrhunderte ihres 
Bestehens, t. 1, Vienna 1865, p. 511; HOTZEL, Geordnetes Wissen, pp. 6-8. 
Frank parle d'une maniére plus indulgente de « Lückenhaftigkeit der Überlie- 
ferung » : LW. FRANK, « Der Wiener Dominikaner Johannes Werd (T 1510) 
als Verfasser von Thomaskommentaren », in Thomas von Aquino. Interpretation 
und Rezeption, éd. W.P. ECKERT, Mainz 1974, pp. 609-640. 

Voir HOTZEL, Geordnetes Wissen, p. 48. Sur le commentaire de Nicolas Din- 
kelsbühl voir M. BRÎNZEI et Ch. SCHABEL, “The Past, Present, and Future of 
Late Medieval Theology : The Commentary on the Sentences by Nicholas of 
Dinkelsbühl, Vienna, ca. 1400", in Mediaeval Commentaries on the Sentences of 
Peter Lombard, éd. Ph. W. ROSEMANN, t. 3, Leiden 2015, pp. 174-266. A propos 
de Narcisse Herz de Berching voir plus loin. 

16 Frankfurt, Stadtbibliothek Ms. Praed. 20 (ancien : 862), ff. 111-313v contient 
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l'orientation théologique des Dominicains par rapport à l'enseignement 
de Pierre Lombard. 

C'est ici qu'une recherche systématique sur les sermons à des princi- 
pia se montre plus fructueuse!". Selon les entrées dans le catalogue daté 
à 1513, des principia n'apparaissent que dans deux volumes : le codex 
R36 aujourd'hui perdu, et T52, aujourd'hui codex 160/130!5. En regar- 
dant les manuscrits, un troisiéme volume, G60, aujourd'hui Cod. 68/289 
apparaît également pertinent ` contenant des sermons à des principia, 
dans l'ancien catalogue, ce manuscrit était répertorié avec des indica- 
tions différentes?. Un autre volume de la bibliothèque, Cod. 235/293, 
dont l'entrée dans la collection ne peut étre datée, contient également 
une série de sermons introductifs aux Sentences. Enfin, un dernier, bref 
sermon portant sur le livre III des Sentences de Narcisse Herz de Ber- 
ching, contenu dans le Cod. 109/75, émerge en témoin éphémére d'un 
composant historique essentiel de l'histoire Viennoise de la lecture sur 
l’œuvre du Lombard. 


un prologue et le commentaire jusqu'au II 9, et, à partir de f. 159, des ques- 
tions sur les quatre livres. Pour la description du manuscrit voir G. POWITZ, 
Die Handschriften des Dominikanerklosters und des Leonhardstiftes in Frank- 
furt am Main, Frankfurt am Main 1968, pp. 43-47 et FRANK, Hausstudium, 
p. 176, n. 73. Pour une édition des prologues et des tables de questions voir 
P. BLAZEK, « Due commenti di Johannes Streler, O.P. (11459) alle Sentenze di 
Pietro Lombardo. Edizione dei prologhi e tabula quaestionum, in Angelicum 91 
(2014), pp. 669—726; sur les disputes solennelles de Streler voir E.A. LUKÁCS, 
“Some Further Theological Disputations at Vienna in the Fifteenth Century", 
in Bulletin de philosophie médiévale 58 (2016), p. 346. 

On retrouve encore un dominicain, Jean de Bále (Johannes de Basilea) en 
tant que concurrent du sententiaire Théodoric Rudolfi de Hammelburg dans 
les principia de ce dernier : Wien, Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, Cod. 
4593, ff. 100-126v. Voir E.A. LUKACS, "Sentences Commentaries from the 
Early University of Vienna under the Palaeographical Magnifying Glass", 
in Iter Austriacum http://www. iter-austriacum.at /uncategorized/sentences- 
commentaries-from-the-early-university-of-vienna-under-the-palaeographical- 
magnifying-glass/ (dernier accès 22 août 2017). 

Le manuscrit R36 contenant des notes de François de Retz (voir note 9 supra) au 
sujet des principia était conservé à Berlin, Staatsbibliothek, ms. Theol. lat. Qu. 
193. Quelques transcriptions de ce manuscrit aujourd'hui perdu se trouvent chez 
HAFELE, Franz von Retz, p. 63, note 2 et p. 70, note 1. Quant au Cod. 160/130, 
ses ff. 1-24v contiennent le prologue au commentaire des Sentences par un auteur 
de l'ordre des Augustins, actif aux alentours de 1330-40 à Paris, constituant à 
ce jour l'unique témoin manuscrit de ce texte. 

19 GOTTLIEB, Mittelalterliche Bibliothekskataloge, pp. 345-346, 397, 408. 
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Wien, Dominikanerkonvent, Cod. 68/289 


Le manuscrit 68/289 de la bibliothéque fait partie des manuscrits ayant 
toujours son ancienne reliure préparée par les soins des fréres, sur laquelle 
figure encore la cote médiévale G6[0]. C'est un manuscrit composite com- 
prenant deux textes liés à Vienne et plusieurs péle-méle soit à l'ordre 
dominicain, soit à l'ordre augustin??. On y trouve quatre entités tex- 
tuelles comportant dans leur titre la dénomination de principium, mais 
aucune ne refléte l'acte complet : ce n'en sont que le début, les sermons, 
accompagnés de dubia fragmentaires. Seul deux d'entre eux sont liées 
à un commentaire des Sentences, tandis que les principia in theologia 
aux ff. 116-118 et 181-187v sont des sermons introductifs aux études 
bibliques. Les deux sermons liés aux Sentences transmis aux ff. 1-4v et 
16-17v ont en outre une caractéristique commune : ils servent de pièces 
rhétoriques exemplaires. 

Le premier sermon, en méme temps le texte liminaire du manuscrit 
(ff. 1-4v), se trouve au début d'un cahier à caractère homilétique : 


ff. 2-3v : Principium in theologia de commendatione sacre scrip- 
ture et specialiter in 4 Sententiarum « Cuius est imago haec, et 
superscriptio ? » Matth 22 : 20 + ff. 3v-4v : dubium : « Utrum 
Eucharistie sacramentum conficiatur sub determinata forma ver- 
borum » 


ff. 5-6v : Collatio in festo corporis Christi « Hoc est corpus meum » 
+ ff.7-7v : dubium « Utrum verum corpus Christi quod hodierna 
die supersuit sui discipuli realiter continetur sub Eucharistiae sa- 
cramento apparentia » 


ff. 12-16 : Collatio ad clerum vel in capitulo de compassione + In 
nativitate Domini 


20 Pour la description du codex 68/289 voir F. CZEIKE, Verzeichnis der Hand- 


schriften des Dominikanerkonventes in Wien bis zum Ende des 16. Jahrhunderts, 
Vienne 1952. Les textes liés à Vienne sont (1) une copie des articles Avignonnais 
concernant Henri Totting de Oyta aux ff. 147-151 (les articles étaient formu- 
lés en 1371, l'acquittement en 1373 : A. LANG, Heinrich Totting von Oyta. Ein 
Beitrag zur Entstehungsgeschichte der ersten deutschen Universitäten und zur 
Problemgeschichte der Spätscholastik (Beitráge zur Geschichte der Philosophie 
und Theologie des Mittelalters, 33/4-5), Münster 1937, p. 17-28); et (2) trois 
questions aux ff. 153-159v, dont une transmission parallèle existe dans le manus- 
crit Klosterneuburg CCl 308, ot elles sont datées de 1374 et copiées à Vienne. 
Pour ces trois questions voir K. UBL — A. SAUTER, « Johann von Viktring als Au- 
tor des Speculum militare », in Deutsches Archiv für Erforschung des Mittelalters 
57 (2001), pp. 219-220. 
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ff. 16-17v : Collatio de corpore Christi « Dixit : Hoc est corpus 
meum » I Cor 11 :24 


La collection porte l'empreinte d'un intérét particulier porté à l'Eucha- 
ristie, le sacrement qui focalisait l'attention théologique au cours des 
premières décennies du XV* siècle à Vienne. Les titres ad hoc montrent 
qu'on se trouve en présence d'une collection d'exemples, voire de brouillons 
de sermons. Le premier sermon, objet de notre étude, a reçu d'une 
main différente de celle du texte un titre s’apparentant à une instruction 
d'usage : « Principium in theologia de commendatione Sacre Scripture 
et specialiter in 4™ Sententiarum. » Le thème est tiré de Matthieu 22 :20 
« De qui sont cette effigie et cette inscription ? » ?! ; le prothéme, énoncé 
immédiatement après la citation biblique, est tiré des Confessions d' Au- 
gustin 12, 14-32, et est ainsi formulé : 


N'importe quel mot de l'Ecriture Sainte posséde de multiples sens 
et peut étre diversement interprété. J'entends multiplier de la 
méme façon le sujet proposé ici, en traitant premièrement de l’émi- 
nence multiple de l'Ecriture Sainte, deuxiémement en déterminant 
la question disputée, et troisiemement en remerciant avec convic- 
tion notre assemblée??. 


Apres cet « ordre du jour » classique pour un principium des Sen- 
tences??, l'auteur s'engage dans un éloge des Ecritures, où le motif prin- 
cipal s'organise autour de la thématique de l'image : les Ecritures repré- 
sentent l'image (imago) du Dieu invisible. Le concept de beauté (pulchri- 
tudo) liée à Dieu en tant que cause formelle (causa formalis) de celle-ci 
permet à l'auteur d'enjamber sur le sujet éthique de la vie vertueuse. Le 
sermon, plus bref que la moyenne universitaire, se termine sur ces mots 
au f. 2v : 


J'arrive maintenant au deuxiéme [point], c'est-à-dire au doute. Et 
car j'ai l'intention de lire cette année le traité sur le sacrement de 


?! Pour une image du titre et de l'incipit de Wien, Dominikanerkonvent, Cod. 


68/289, f. 1 voir la fin de cet article. 

« Quodlibet verbum sacre scripture multiplicem habet intellectum et est multi- 
pliciter exponibile. Ideo thema propositum intendo multiplicari exponendo per- 
tractare, primo pro sacra scriptura multipliciter extollenda, secundo pro nostra 
questione determinando disputanda, et tertio pro nostra congregatione valenter 
regratianda. » Wien, Dominikanerkonvent, Cod. 68/289, f. 1. 

Voir CLASEN, Collectanea zum Studien- und Buchwesen des Mittelalters, p. 251 
und E.A. Lukacs, « Disputieren an der Theologischen Fakultät der Universitat 
Wien um 1400 », in Mitteilungen des Instituts für Osterreichische Geschichtsfor- 
schung 124 (2016), p. 423. 
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l'Eucharistie ou bien les distinctions que fait à ce sujet le Maitre au 
livre IV, 8 des Sentences; |...] on introduit donc les concernant le 
doute suivant, à savoir si le sacrement de l'Eucharistie s'accomplit 


à travers la formule définie des mots. Et on argumente pour le 
24 


Contraire". 
Le cheminement des Ecritures vers les mots et en particulier vers ceux 
de la consécration apparait du point de vue logique et rhétorique consé- 
quent. Nous sommes ici dans un contexte à la fois précis et particulier, 
car sans véritable parallèle : le magister commence une série de lectures 
portant non pas sur les sacrements traités au livre IV des Sentences, 
mais uniquement sur le sacrement de l'Eucharistie. 

Le caractére exemplaire se lit explicitement dans le sermon du cahier 
suivant aux ff. 16-17v, auquel l'auteur a intégré des instructions, citées 
ici de manière fragmentaire ` a tu introduis une autorité [...] de cette au- 
torité se déduit le thème comme matière [à réflexion] [. ..] je vais utiliser 
des notions trés claires et des conclusions trés brèves »?°. Le thème bi- 
blique, « Exercitibus suis, perdidit illos » (Matt 22 :7) pose le sujet de la 
force divine au centre de la réflexion, laquelle devient productrice d'une 
opposition binaire entre la vie (la théologie) et la mort (l'absence de la 
théologie). La fin du sermon doit s'accorder au début selon l'instruction 
finale au f. 17v : « perdidit » constitue la concordance, « Concordance, 
car telle est la fin de ce sermon-là.26 » Cet exercice strictement régulé 
du point de vue formel introduit la lecture du livre III des Sentences, 
comme en témoigne l'allusion faite au f. 17, et le saisit à travers le sujet 
de la mort. Dans ce sermon également, les Ecritures occupent une place 
centrale, dont Pierre Lombard n'apparait que comme l'interpréte par 
excellence. 

Ainsi, ces sermons ont été copiés non pas pour garder la trace de 
disputes solennelles ou pour conserver le contenu théologique des débats, 
mais comme compositions homilétiques pour l'usage commun. Ils ont 
une visée pédagogique explicite, qui est de préparer les membres de la 


24  « Nunc vero discendo ad secundum, videlicet ad dubium. Et quia ego intendo 


isto anno legere tractatum de sacramento Eucharistie seu distinctiones quas ponit 
Magister 4? Sententiarum 8; [...] tale dubium : Utrum Eucharistie sacramentum 
conficiatur sub determinata forma verborum. Et arguitur quod non. » Wien, 
Dom., Cod. 68/289, f. 2v. 

« auctoritatem adducas [...] ex qua auctoritate ut materia concludatur thema. 
Propono talem enthimena [...] notitia clariori utar et consequentia breviori. » 
Wien, Dominikanerkonvent, Cod. 68/289, ff. 16-17v. 

« Concordantia quare talis finis est sermonis illius. » Wien, Dominikanerkonvent, 
Cod. 68/289, f. 17v. 
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communauté à l'exercice de précher lors des principia. En méme temps, 
le caractére succinct de ces sermons et l'exercice de la lecture réduite au 
sacrement de l'Eucharistie nous conduit à y identifier des témoins rares 
d'un exercice peu connu : la lecture sur les Sentences dans le studium 
d'un ordre religieux?’. Les sermons du Cod. 68/289 ont non seulement 
été conservés au service de la communauté mendiante, mais également 
prononcés dans le cadre non-académique, mais religieux. 

La volonté de proposer des schémas pour le préche aux occasions aca- 
démiques, si surprenante qu'elle soit pour une époque aussi tardive que 
le XV* siècle, souligne le caractère avant tout institutionnel de lexer- 
cice et les besoins constants de la communauté en ressources rhétoriques 
qui nécessitaient sans doute des mises à jour réguliéres ou permettait 
la conservation de brouillons. Cet aspect se prolongera par ailleurs dans 
d'autres manuscrits de la bibliothèque. 


Wien, Dominikanerkonvent, Cod. 235/293 


Wien, Dominikanerkonvent, Cod. 235/293 est un manuscrit composite, 
renvoyant à plusieurs dates et lieux : Vienne, Francfort, Cologne et Bále 
surgissent à tour de róle, parfois en trompe-l'oeil, comme c'est le cas 
pour Francfort. Cologne et Bále constituaient des centres importants 
d'échange pour l'ordre dominicain de Vienne. Cologne, longtemps le stu- 
dium generale de la province Teutonne, accueillaient beaucoup de fréres 
Viennois, parmi lesquels une des figures majeures du couvent à Vienne, 
Léonard Huntpichler?*. Cod. 235/293 est le témoin particulier d'un vif 
échange entre Cologne et Vienne. Il se divise en deux parties clairement 


27 I] s'agit soit des Dominicains, soit des Augustins. A propos de cette pratique 


voir A. MAIERU, “Dominican studia in Spain”, in Philosophy and Theology in 
the studia of the Religious Orders and at Papal and Royal Courts, éd. K. EMERY 
JR W.J. COURTENAY — S.M. METZGER (Rencontres de Philosophie Médiévale, 
15), Turnhout 2012, pp. 23-28; A. OLIVA OP, « L'enseignement des Sentences 
dans les studia dominicains italiens au XIII? siècle ` le scriptum de Bombolognus 
de Bologne », ibid., pp. 53-54; H.G. GELBER, “Blackfriars London : The late 
medieval studium”, ibid., p. 168. 

FRANK, Hausstudium, p. 74, note 32 et p. 75; sur Huntpichler voir plus loin. 
Pour une comparaison des statuts et du vocabulaire de l'université de Vienne et 
de Cologne voir O. WEIJERS, « Le vocabulaire de l'enseignement et des examens 
de l'université de Cologne », in Die Kólner Universitát im Mittelalter. Geistige 
Wurzeln und soziale Wirklichkeit, ed. A. ZIMMERMANN (Miscellanea Mediaevalia, 
20), Berlin 1989, pp. 415-432. 
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distinctes selon la taille des feuilles?? : la premiére partie, des feuilles 
plus petites, aurait été rédigée à Vienne et se laisse dater entre 1442 et 
1459; la deuxiéme partie, sur du papier plus large, contient majoritaire- 
ment des sermons en provenance de Cologne et de Bale faisant référence 
aux dates 1438 et 1449. L'ensemble du manuscrit est donc du milieu du 
XV? siècle. 

La partie centrale du codex, en provenance de Cologne, est occupée 
par une série de différents sermons introduisant des principia? : 


Main I : 1. ff. 88-91v : Collatio pro descriptione primanorum 
« Creavit [Deus] ut essent omnia » Sap 1 :14 


2. ff. 91v-93v ` Commendatio Scripture « Creavit [Deus] ut essent 
omnia » Sap 1 :14 


3. ff. 93v-97v : Principia in librum Sententiarum Petri Lombardi 
« In quo vivimus, movemur, sumus » Act 17 :28 


Main II : ff. 97v-99v : Sermo de sancto Dominico 

Main III : 1. ff. 100-106 : Principium in Sententias « In omni opere 
tuo divinum auxilium poste, omnia Dei dono ascribe, nihil meritis 
tuis attribuas, de virtute tua nihil presumas. » Isidore, Synonyma 
de lamentatione anime peccatricis II, 62. 


2. ff. 106v-110v : Principium in Sententias « In me omnis gratia 
vie et veritatis » Eccl 24 : 25 


Trois mains différentes ont rédigé les sermons. Le premier des quatre ser- 
mons aux Sentences aux ff. 93v-96 propose pour théme une reprise libre 
des Actes 17 :28 : « Deus in nomine in quo vivimus, movemur, sumus. » 
Le prothéme, qui devient récurrent par la suite, n'intervient qu’aprés 
une réflexion consacrée à la lumière ; il est également biblique : « Laus 


29 La mention d'inventaire de la bibliothèque des Dominicains « Iste liber est 


conventus Wiennensis ordinis fratrum predicatorum », une indication datée du 
15? siécle, ne se trouve pas dans ce manuscrit. Pour la description voir CZEIKE, 
Verzeichnis, Wien, Dominikanerkonvent, Cod. 235/293. 

Pour les principia prononcés par des Dominicains à Cologne voir L. MEIER, 
« Der Studiengang des Ex-Dominikaners Narcissus Pfister OSB an der Univer- 
sität Köln », in Archivum Fratrum Praedicatorum 4 (1934), pp. 228-257. Une co- 
pie de la questio aularis de Narcissus Pfister disputée lors de son inceptio en 1408 
se trouve dans Wien, Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, Cod. 4300, ff. 268v-269 
(voir MEIER, « Der Studiengang des Ex-Dominikaners Narcissus Pfister OSB », 
p. 239), qui contient aux ff. 38-45v et 62-77 les questions disputées lors de leurs 
vesperiales par les Viennois Peter de Pulkau et Gregor Wetzel de Horaw. Sur 
ce manuscrit voir LUKÁCS, « Some Further Theological Disputations », p. 326, 
note 3. 
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eius ab extremis terre. » (Is 42 :10). Dans l'esprit de ce verset, l'imma- 
nence divine s'accompagne d'une réalisation concréte dans la louange 
universelle. Un savoir philosophique étendu accompagné de multiples 
références se déploie dans la présentation des trois premiers livres des 
Sentences pour disparaître du quatrième que l'auteur n'a pas su relier 
à la sagesse des artiens. Une cosmologie antique du monde supralunaire 
est constituée à propos du livre I des Sentences, où Euclide et Avicenne 
soutiennent une géométrie théologique?!. Le livre II des Sentences, sché- 
matisé d'aprés Ptolémée, appelle à une citation abondante notamment 
de la Métaphysique d' Aristote sur le monde sublunaire??, tandis que le 
livre III enjambe le terrain de la politique aristotélicienne. La vision 
d'Ezéchiel (1 :5-14) du Char Divin et des quatre roues tournantes sym- 
bolise le retour des temps par rapport au livre IV du Lombard : le sermon 
est ainsi arrondi sur la résurrection et la fin des temps. La traversée de 
l'oeuvre de Lombard est conçue en tant que disparition progressive de la 
philosophie et le gain de terrain de la théologie scripturaire axée sur la 
perception géométrique et une théologie de la lumière. 

Le sermon suivant aux ff. 96-97v — considérablement plus court que 
le premier qui était pourtant annoncé en tant que brevis collatiuncula?? 
(f. 93v) — est consacré au livre II des Sentences. L'auteur s'y identifie 
en répétant les thémes qu'il a choisi pour son principium au livre I en 
mettant l'accent sur la mission du Christ dans le monde créé dans la 
formule : « In nomine Domini Iehsu Christi ». Tandis que le premier 
sermon aux ff. 93v-96 portait sur l'éternelle et actuelle émanation des 
personnes (« eterna processio personarum actu »), celui-ci se concentre 
sur le Fils genitus — unigenitus — primogenitus. Le sermon reste ainsi 
centré, comme le précédent, sur la relation de Dieu au monde. 


3!  « In circulo quippe triangulus recipitur secundum Euclidem et Avicennam 3 


Metaphysicae, ubi dicit quod certificato esse circuli certificatur esse trianguli. » 
Wien, Dominikanerkonvent, Cod. 235/293, f. 95. Pour la cosmologie voir ibid. 

« Sicut enim rationalis figura omnium est capacissima, ut probat Ptolemeus, sic 
rota secunda, id est materia secundi libri, tractat de totius mundi operibus. » 
Wien, Dominikanerkonvent, Cod. 235/293, f. 95. « Et secundum hoc consignatur 
differentia inter celum stellatum quod secundum Philosophum dicitur primum et 
septem inferiorem orbem planetarum. Nam primum celum habundat in lumine 
propter multitudinem stellarum », etc. f. 95v. Pour la reprise de la distinction 
entre cause matérielle et cause formelle voir également f. 95v. 

A propos du mot collatiuncula voir M. RZEPIELA, « Certains aspects cognitifs et 
extralinguistiques de la création lexicale en latin médiéval », in Listy filologické 
131 (2008), pp. 455-468, ici pp. 461-462 parlant à propos du diminutif de la 
« modestie de l'auteur à l'égard de son ceuvre » plutót que d'une référence à une 
réalité physique. 
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Les sermons aux livres III (ff. 96v-97) et IV (ff. 97-v) des Sentences 
sont aussi brefs et incisifs que le deuxième. Le quatrième sermon en 
particulier livre une adresse à l'assemblée et une réflexion sur la science 
théologique**. Les sacrements sont associés à des pierres précieuses dans 
cette introduction à leur enseignement. Enfin, l'auteur du sermon prend 
soin de répéter la division quadripartite des Sentences et de revenir sur 
la vision d'Ezéchiel d'une char à quatre roues en un retour au premier 
sermon, qui constitue le début de son activité sur les Sentences. 

Aprés un court sermon sur Saint Dominique, le manuscrit redonne 
place aux sermons de principia, précisément à « un principium » et à 
« un autre principium » aux Sentences rédigés de la méme main qui a 
pris soin de préciser en marge du f. 100 : « Principium in Sententias fac- 
tum Colonie ». Le premier sermon présente comme théme une réflexion 
d'Isidore puisée dans son ceuvre Synonymes ou lamentations de l'áme 
pécheresse?? portant sur la nécessité de l'aide divine à travers la gráce. Le 
sermon prévient du déroulement d'un principium tronqué : avant toute 
adresse à l'assemblée, l'auteur définit le théme, passe en revue les táches 
en n'en dénombrant que deux, c'est-à-dire l'éloge des Ecritures à travers 
les quatre livres des Sentences et les remerciements. La question que 
doit disputer un candidat au degré de docteur n'apparait pas. L'auteur 
se prononce ainsi sur ce double engagement dans une adresse qui permet 
d'emblée de situer le sermon dans le cadre du studium Dominicain de 
Cologne : 


Mes éminents péres et supérieurs, fréres et étudiants, et d'autres, à 
qui je dois de la vénération en Jésus Christ, en suivant la coutume 
estimable de notre ordre et de l'université, deux choses s'imposent 
à moi dans cet acte [.. .]?9 


Malgré le caractére diminué de l'exercice de príncipium, il s'agit bien 
d'une homélie introduisant la lecture des Sentences de Lombard, illumi- 
natrice dans l'obscurité de l'homme voyageur (viator), qui le fait sortir 


34  « Reverendi domini, patres et magistri, quando in precedentibus tribus libris, 


iuxta laudabilem huius alme scole consuetudinis tractatum est de rebus, [...] 
Res autem de quibus sacre theologorum tractat sapientia vel sunt Deus ipse, vel 
sunt a Deo, vel raciones eius. » Wien, Dominikanerkonvent, Cod. 235/293, f. 97. 
ISIDORE DE SEVILLE, Synonyma de lamentatione animae peccatricis 11,62, ed. 
J.P. MIGNE (Patrologia Latina, 83), Paris 1850, p. 859. 

« Prestantissimi mei patres et domini, fratres et studentes, ceterique in Christo 
Iehsu mihi multum reverendi, presenti actu iuxta nostri ordinis ac studii lau- 
dabilem consuetudinem gratia cunctipotentis Dei, dua mihi facienda occurrunt 
[...] » Wien, Dominikanerkonvent, Cod. 235/293, f. 100r. 
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de l'état du péché mortel et lui fait gagner une latitude subite et inso- 
lite. Cette lecture s'oppose à la fausseté de la philosophie à travers ses 
illustres représentants : la connaissance ignorante de Platon, la science 
estudiantine d'Aristote, les arguments fallacieux de Zénon sont dépassées 
par Pierre Lombard. Leur doctrine se méle à une présentation périsco- 
pique de la culture antique?". Contrairement donc au sermon au Livre 
I des Sentences aux ff. 93v-96v, on n'observe point un dépassement de 
la philosophie par la théologie, mais son rejet. L'auteur fournit en outre 
plusieurs divisions des livres des Sentences, axées sur des métaphores 
banales, et abondamment garni en références bibliques et doctrinales. 
En ce qui concerne la relation entre la Bible et les Sentences de Lom- 
bard, cette première apparaît entièrement absorbée par la deuxième : 
« Sacra Scriptura in quatuor libris Sententiarum contenta » (f. 105). 
Cette intégration de la Bible aux Sentences se présente en vision affable 
de l'oeuvre du Lombard. 

Le sermon suivant puise son théme dans la Bible (« In me omnis gra- 
tia vie et veritatis. » Eccl. 24 :25) et son prothéme dans les De scripturis 
d'Hugues de Saint-Victor et le Manipulus florum?*. Le prothéme sera dé- 
terminant pour la structure du texte : l'auteur y propose une cosmologie 
qui reflète la division des sciences, où le plus haut ciel offre l'emplace- 
ment à la théologie, et les autres cieux, aux différents arts libéraux. 
A la philosophie incombera le róle ambigu d'une science qui sous-tend 
toute structure dans le sermon et qui fait faillite face à la théologie. La 
science théologique est transmise dans les quatre livres des Sentences, 
qui apparaissent en tant que « miroir de la Trinité ». La vérité théolo- 
gique, elle, est un don surnaturel inspiré d'en haut, contenue également 
dans les quatre livres du Lombard??. Les Sentences s'érigent ainsi en 
base herméneutique, et prennent la place occupée par l'Ecriture Sainte 


37  « Et ideo miror quid literatorum ligat animos, quod tam tepide ad scientiam 


Sacre Scripture concurrunt. Alius quidem in Priami confidit sollertia vaga et 
curiosa ; alius in Alexandri audacia pestifera et damnosa ; alius in Cesaris victoria 
mortifera et penosa |...], alius in Socratis iusticia, qui docet deos colere; alius in 
Platonis peritia ignorantis naturam deficere ; alius in Aristotelis scientia studentis 
falsa concludere; alius in Galieni custodia putantis mortem evadere; alius in 
Zenonis fallacia intentis falsa pro veris ponere. » Wien, Dominikanerkonvent, 
Cod. 235/293, f. 103. 

« In [sacra scriptura] quidquid docetur, veritas est; quidquid praecipitur, bo- 
nitas est; quidquid promittitur, felicitas est. » HUGUES DE SAINT-VICTOR, De 
scripturis et scriptoribus sacris, ed. J.P. MIGNE (Patrologia Latina, 175), Paris 
1854, p. 9. 

« [...] sacra theologica scientia in quatuor libris Sententiarum contenta sit [.. .] 
speculum decens Trinitatis. [. ..] Nam veritas theologica tamquam supernaturale 
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dans les sermons introduisant les études bibliques“. Cet effacement est 
naturellement marquant quand il s'agit des développements doctrinaux 
postérieurs à la Bible. Ainsi, le reméde à la fois contre l'argumentation 
défectueuse de la philosophie et les théses souvent erronées de la théo- 
logie sur le principe d'individuation entre les personnes de la Trinité se 
trouve dans le livre I des Sentences de Pierre Lombard. Mais avec ses 
quatre pages, ce sermon riche en références aristotéliciennes et thoma- 
siennes*! reste incomplet. Une derniére opposition entre philosophie et 
théologie esquisse le ton de la suite du sermon. En s'appuyant sur le De 
Trinitate de Boèce, l'auteur présente la dichotomie suivante : 


Les philosophes raisonnaient ainsi à partir de leur arguments : 
Sortes est un homme, Platon est un homme, Jean est un homme, 
donc Sortes, Platon et Jean sont trois hommes. Tandis que les 
théologiens raisonnent ainsi avec leur propres arguments : le Pére 
est Dieu, le Fils est Dieu, l'Esprit Saint est Dieu, donc le Pére et le 
Fils et le Saint Esprit sont un Dieu. Cette différence des inférences 
provient des diverses propriétés des choses, dont il sera question 


dans le sermon??. 


Le codex 235/293 et ses sermons aux différents principia ont ainsi un 
trait commun, qui constitue en méme temps leur principale originalité : 
avoir présenté un rapport singulier entre philosophie et théologie à tra- 
vers une série de références faites en particulier aux philosophes antiques. 


Mais ce n'est pas uniquement cette spécificité que permet d'entrevoir ce 
recueil du XV* siècle, dont, il faut bien le rappeler, il est impossible de 


donum de supra est inspirata et in quatuor libris Sententiarum contenta secun- 

dum esse fundamentaliter. » Wien, Dominikanerkonvent, Cod. 235/295, f. 106v. 
^0 G. Danan, L’exégése de la Bible en Occident médiéval, Paris 1999, pp. 405-409. 
Voir en particulier l'analogie entre l'approche de l'auteur Dominicain du Cod. 
235/293 avec celle de Pierre de Jean Olieu (Olivi) dans ses sermons aux études 
bibliques présentée par Dahan à p. 406. 
« Nam Sanctus Thomas in Quodlibetis quodlibeto 6, articulo ultimo ubi transuit 
dictum Philosophi XI Metaphysicae dicentis quod celum habet influentiam et 
causalitatem ex duabus, ex motu scilicet et ex lumine seu luce. » Wien, Dom., 
Cod. 235/295, f. 107. « Divina scientia [...] habundat in lumine veritatis, quia 
imitatur solum prime veritati que Deus est et cui falsum subesse non potest, ut 
doctor Sanctus Thomas in 2* 2? probat circa principium. » f. 107v. 
« Philosophi ex propriis rationibus sic arguebant : Sortes est homo, Plato est 
homo, Johannes est homo, ergo Sortes, Plato et Johannes sunt tres homines. 
Theologi vero ex properiis rationibus sic arguunt : Pater est Deus, et Filius est 
Deus, et Spiritus Sanctus est Deus, ergo Pater et Filius et Spiritus Sanctus sunt 
unus Deus. Hec autem differentia illationum procedit ex diversis proprietatibus 
rerum, de quibus sit sermo. » Wien, Dominikanerkonvent, Cod. 235/293, f. 110v. 
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dater l'arrivée au couvent des Dominicains de Vienne. Les auteurs ap- 
paraissant dans le manuscrit à la suite de ces sermons, notamment le 
nom de Jean Tinctoris®, signent un mouvement important qu'a initié, 
avec le soutien massif des Dominicains, l'université de Cologne : le ren- 
forcement de l'oeuvre de Thomas d'Aquin en tant que concurrent, puis 
substitut de l'oeuvre du Lombard pour l'enseignement de la théologie 
dogmatique. Ce mouvement, contrairement à toute attente, a été initié 
par des professeurs laics de l'université de Cologne : Jean Tinctoris de 
Tournai, étudiant d'Henri Gorkum, a rédigé en premier un commentaire 
sur la Somme théologique de frére Thomas. Son commentaire a influencé 
le Viennois Léonard Huntpichler, qui séjournait entre 1433 et 1435 au 
studium generale de Cologne)! Plus curieusement encore, il est possible 
de tracer non seulement le tournant quasi simultané vers l'Aquinate chez 
les Dominicains de Vienne, un tournant déjà connu de la recherche??, 
mais également la méme médiation laique. En témoigne un sermon aux 
Sentences qui fera l'objet suivant de notre enquéte. 


Wien, Dominikanerkonvent, Cod. 109/775 


Narcisse Herz de Berching est un théologien Viennois, dont l'influence, 
honorée par ses confrères au milieu du XV* siècle, reste aujourd'hui en- 
core mal cernée^6, Les manuscrits de son commentaire des Sentences sont 
en tout cas plus nombreux que ceux dénombrés jusqu'au milieu du XX" 
siècle ; son prestige académique et son influence auprès des communautés 
monastiques d' Autriche, au-delà des Bénédictins de Melk ot il a longue- 


ment exercé une activité d'enseignement, plus abondants que supposé?". 


^5 Concernant Jean Tinctoris voir FRANK, a Der Wiener Dominikaner Johannes 


Werd (1 1510) », pp. 614-618; E. MEUTHEN, Kölner Universitätsgeschichte, Bd. 
I, Kóln 1988, p. 179. 

Voir MEUTHEN, Kölner Universitätsgeschichte, pp. 158, 178-179. 

MEUTHEN, Kölner Universitätsgeschichte, p. 179; FRANK, a Der Wiener Domi- 
nikaner Johannes Werd (f 1510) », pp. 609-635. 

W.J. COURTENAY, “From Dinkelsbühl's Questiones Communes to the Vienna 
Group Commentary. The Vienna ‘School’, 1415-1425 ”, in Nicholas of Din- 
kelsbühl and the Sentences at Vienna in the Early Fifteenth Century, ed. 
M. BRiNzEI (Studia Sententiarum, 1), Turnhout 2015, pp. 267-268. 

Voir la biographie la plus exhaustive à ce jour et la mise à jour de la liste des 
manuscrits de Narcisse chez K. WALSH, « Narcissus Herz von Berching. Zur 
Handschriftenüberlieferung eines spátmittelalterlichen Theologen in Tirol », in 
Tirol zwischen Zeiten und Völkern, ed. E. THURNER, Innsbruck 2002, pp. 77-92, 
spécialement pp. 84-92. 
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Narcisse Herz de Berching à commencé sa lecture sur les Sentences de 
Pierre Lombard en 142148. Tandis que les principia de son concurrent, 
Jean Angrer, sont contenus pour les sermons dans Wien, ONB, Cod. 
4907 et pour les questions disputées dans Wien, ONB, Cod. 506799, 
seuls les manuscrits du Commentaire aux livres III et IV des Sentences 
de Narcisse nous sont parvenus en une trentaine d'exemplaires. 

Le codex 109/75 des Dominicains de Vienne contient un exemplaire 
du commentaire au livre III des Sentences de Narcisse. Cette attribution 
n'est pourtant pas restée incontestée, notamment dans le seul catalogue 
imprimé de la bibliothéque??. L'hésitation est fondée sur plusieurs as- 
pects du manuscrit : le commentaire est précédé d'un sermon laudatif et 
d'une priére; il contient de multiples annotations marginales dont deux 
datent la lecture du commentaire respectivement à 1445 pour le début 
de la lecture, et à 1446 au f. 135. La deuxiéme datation mentionne égale- 
ment l'université de Vienne comme lieu où le commentaire a été lu : cette 
note est de la main du professeur dominicain le plus respecté au milieu 
du 15? siécle à Vienne, Léonard Huntpichler?!. Quant au sermon intro- 
ductif, il livre l'attachement de son auteur d'abord à Thomas d'Aquin, 
ensuite à feu Narcisse Herz de Berching : 


Dans cette université viennoise en Autriche, cette mère à qui je 
dois une vénération sempiternelle, je me dois de m'adapter à la 
coutume admise continuellement par les lecteurs des Sentences 


^5 Die Akten der Theologischen Fakultät der Universität Wien, ed. P. UIBLEIN, 
Vienne 1978, pp. 42 et 101. 

Pour les questions voir COURTENAY, “From Dinkelsbühl's Questiones Communes 
to the Vienna Group Commentary", pp. 288-291. Quant aux sermons aux mémes 
principia voir Wien, ONB, Cod. 4907, ff. 389-401v. Témoin du caractère trés rhé- 
torisé, quasi poétique des sermons aux Sentences, le deuxiéme sermon contient au 
f. 393 deux versets présentés comme extraits d'un poéme d'Henri Langenstein : 
« Alba senecta fides Deus sancti sapiensque / Et princeps oculus ioca quodlibet 
horum. ». H. WALTHER, Proverbia sententiaeque latinitatis medii aevi. Latei- 
nische Sprichwórter und Sentenzen des Mittelalters in alphabetischer Anordnung 
(Carmina medii aevi posterioris latina, 2/1), vol. 1, Góttingen 1963, p. 87. Le 
théme des sermons apparait reformulé au début de chaque question dans les prin- 
cipia de Wien, ONB, Cod. 5067, ff. 281-297. Par ailleurs, Wien, ONB, Cod. 4907, 
pour au moins une partie du manuscrit, à partir de f. 263, appartenait à Jean 
Angrer et contient des notes, des questions, des sermons et éloges à différentes 
occasions — dont la recommendatio du candidat Angrer au titre de docteur aux 
ff. 412v-414 — d'Angrer et de ses contemporains. 

Voir CZEIKE, Verzeichnis der Handschriften des Dominikanerkonventes, Cod. 
109/75 où aucun auteur n'est nommé; seule une note marginale apporte une 
précision ` « Cf. Gottlieb, ‘opus non est Narcissi [Herz] ». 

Pour la transcription des datations voir F. UNTERKIRCHER, Die datierten Hand- 
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dans cette méme faculté, alors méme que par la bienveillance de 
la renommée faculté de théologie je lirai le livre III des Sentences. 
J'entends néanmoins m'appuyer sur la doctrine de Saint Thomas, 
mon docteur de prédilection, proportionnellement à ce qu'accor- 
dera la faculté à mon insuffisance. Et puisque notre excellent doc- 
teur, Maitre Narcisse à la mémoire bienheureuse, a fait dans sa 
lecture du livre III des Sentences un usage solide du bienheureux 
'Thomas tout autant que d'autres auteurs dignes d'imitation, j'imi- 
terai Narcisse en transcrivant sa lecture, moi-méme et mes colla- 
borateurs, pour l'utilité de la communauté voire méme des généra- 
tions postérieures, avec mesure et méme un peu moins à certains 
endroits, dans ces lectures que je prononcerai avec l'aide du Sei- 
gneur. Et puisque participer à la divine communauté n'est point 
possible sans oraison, comme le dit Denis dans le chapitre trois des 
Noms divins, pour cette raison dés lors, avec la volonté de com- 
prendre et de traiter de ce qui touche au mystère de l’incarnation 
du Verbe et le devoir de le saisir avec une disposition intégrale, 
afin d'étre en mesure de parler des ineffables ou de ce peu qui peut 
étre révélé par les Ecritures, je me tourne vers la priére. Et cela 
d'autant plus que mes erreurs m'ont éloigné, moi le vers de terre, 
de son Créateur et Rédempteur. Selon les Chroniques II 20 ( :12), 
nous ne savons que faire, mais nos yeux sont sur toi??. 
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schriften in Wien außerhalb der Österreichischen Nationalbibliothek bis zum 
Jahre 1600, Vienne 1981, pp. 51-52. On lit au f. 4 : « Hic scribere incepi anno 
Domini 1445 in die beati Clementis. In die Elizabeth precedenti feci primum prin- 
cipium in Sententias », et au f. 135 : « Distinctio 22 : Hanc legi anno 46 in vigilia 
Assumptionis in alma universitate Viennensi in Austria ». Concernant Léonard 
Huntpichler voir I.W. FRANK, « Leonhard Huntpichler O.P. (1 1478). Theologie- 
professor und Ordensreformer in Wien », in Archivum Fratrum Praedicatorum 36 
(1966), pp. 313-388; ID., Der antikonziliaristische Dominikaner Leonhard Hunt- 
pichler. Ein Beitrag zum Konziliarismus der Wiener Universität im 15. Jahrhun- 
dert, Vienne 1974; ID., « Der Wiener Dominikaner Johannes Werd (f 1510) », 
pp. 629-632. 

« Presentis intencionis mee est, ut in hac almifica universitate studii wiennen- 
sis in Austria, matre mea semper veneranda, de benevolencia inclite faculta- 
tis theologice legendo tercium librum sentenciarum possetenus conformem me 
consuetudini lectorum sentenciarum in eadem facultate diu approbate innitendo 
nichilominus doctrine beati Thome, doctoris mei preelecti, prout insufficiencie 
mee admiserit facultas. Et quia eximius doctor noster Magister Narcissus hercz 
felicis recordacionis in lectura sua super tercium sentenciarum dictis solidis usus 
est tam beati Thome quam aliorum imitacione dignorum, in eadem igitur lectura 
modo per me et cooperatores pro communi utilitate eciam posterorum transs- 
cribenda ipsum imitabor ad minus in parte inter cetera, que in leccionibus a me 
fiendis dare dignabitur dominus dicenda. Quoniam autem sine oracione ad divi- 
nam congregacionem non possumus attingere, ut ait Dyonisius de divino nomine 
capitulo tertio, ideo iam nunc his intelligendis atque pertractandis, que ad Verbi 
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Ce court texte est un véritable mélange de genres??, où le programme est 


évoqué tantót quant au processus d'écriture et de conception de l'ensei- 
gnement, tantót par rapport à l'oralité de l'exercice, en particulier dans 
la priére qui apparait transcrite à la suite du sermon. On y trouve une 
bréve allusion à pseudo-Denis l'Aréopagite, un extrait de l'épilogue du 
livre II des Sentences de Lombard, une citation des Chroniques, et l'hu- 
milité du bachelier. Mais c'est avant tout la méthode de travail sur le 
commentaire de Narcisse qui est frappante : « en transcrivant sa lecture, 
moi-méme et mes collaborateurs, pour l'utilité de la communauté voire 
méme des générations postérieures ». L'identité précise des coopérateurs, 
par lesquels l'auteur sous-entendait peut-étre simplement ses secrétaires, 
est secondaire par rapport à la mention faite de l'utilité commune : ce 
commentaire au livre III des Sentences de Narcisse Herz de Berching 
était transcrit et lu une nouvelle fois pour servir la communauté théolo- 
gique viennoise, présente ou future. 

Dans un article décisif, Franz Lackner a décrit le manuscrit avec mi- 
nutie, transcrit les distinctions et identifié comme auteur principal et 
propriétaire du commentaire le professeur dominicain Léonard Huntpi- 
chler?*, Cette identification se base non seulement sur les notes auto- 
graphes de Huntpichler, mais également sur des données biographiques, 
comme la chronologie de ses voyages et études, ainsi que ses orienta- 
tions théologiques. Lackner a pris soin de préciser que le Cod. 109/75 
ne contenait pas la lecture de Huntpichler sur les Sentences, dont aucun 
manuscrit ne nous soit parvenu”. Il est possible que le Cod. 109/75 ne 
soit que le témoin intermédiaire entre le commentaire de Narcisse et le 
commentaire de Huntpichler contenant les notes préparatrices de Hunt- 
pichler à son cours secundum Narcissum et secundum Thomam. Mais il 


incarnati mysterium pertinent, integra mentis consideracione intendere debens, 
ut de ineffabilibus vel modicum aliquid fari revelante Deo per scripturas valeam, 
ad oracionem me convertere opus habeo et tanto amplius, quanto propensius er- 
rata mea inter Deum creatorem et redemptorem meum et me, proch, diviserunt. 
2 Paralipomena 20 Cum ignoramus, quid agamus, hoc solum residui habemus, ut 
oculos ad te dirigamus. » F. LACKNER, « Das ‘Principium’ im Cod. 109/75 des 
Wiener Dominikanerkonventes », in Codices manuscripti 5 (1979), p. 50. 
HAMESSE, « La prédication universitaire », pp. 283-300. 

LACKNER, « Das ‘Principium’ », pp. 48-57. 

Lackner a également pris soin de comparer la liste des distinctions du livre III 
dans Dominikaner 109/75 avec celles dans Wien, ONB, Cc. 3986, 4428 et Wien, 
Schottenstift, Cod. 259 (264). Une précision reste toutefois à apporter à son 
article : seul le prologue est identique dans Cod. 109/75 des Dominicains et 
dans ONB, Cod. 4843, tandis que leur commentaires sont entièrement différents. 
Cf. LACKNER, « Das ‘Principium’ », p. 52. 
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est tout à fait possible de prendre les affirmations contenues dans le ser- 
mon et en particulier dans les notes figurant aux f. 1 et 135 à la lettre et 
envisager le Cod. 109/75 des Dominicains comme le texte de la lecture 
secundum Narcissum de Huntpichler à l'université de Vienne?9. Dans ce 
dernier cas, ce texte a constitué la matiére propre de l'enseignement de 
Huntpichler sur l’œuvre du Lombard en 1445, c'est-à-dire vingt-quatre 
ans aprés que Narcisse Herz a tenu son premier principium à l'université 
de Vienne. 

A quelque interprétation qu'on adhére, le morceau homilétique ou- 
vrant le Cod. 109/75 livre deux informations essentielles. D'un cóté, le 
commentaire du professeur laic Narcisse Herz de Berching a été apprécié 
pour sa présentation de la doctrine thomasienne auprès de la commu- 
nauté dominicaine de Vienne?". De l'autre, le commentaire au livre III 
des Sentences de Narcisse était considéré au milieu du 15* siécle comme 
un écrit appartenant à la communauté théologique prét à étre retra- 
vaillé — tout en prenant des pincettes — un peu comme cet autre com- 
mentaire très influent que possèdent toujours les Dominicains de Vienne, 
celui de Nicolas de DinkelsbühP?5. 


Bréves conclusions 


Mieux qu'aucune autre partie d'un principium, le sermon témoignerait 
de l'exercice institutionnel. Précher sur les Sentences était en effet avant 
tout un « échauffement » rhétorique. Faire absorber la Bible par les 
Sentences et proposer une division métaphorique des derniéres sont les 
deux principaux axes constitutifs d'un préche introductif au Lombard. 
Cependant, les sermons examinés ci-dessus n'ont guére été autant de 
textes éthérés, au contraire, il était possible d'y tracer, certes, non pas 
des débats philosophiques, mais du moins quelques caractéristiques de 
leur époque et du contexte académique. 

En les prenant à la loupe, ces sermons ont renvoyé à des pratiques 
trés diversifiées de la lecture sur l'oeuvre de Pierre Lombard. Commenter 
pendant une année académique uniquement les distinctions concernant 


?6 Voir encore LUKACS, « Sentences Commentaries from the Early University of 


Vienna », in Iter Austriacum. 

Pour le tournant à Vienne vers l’œuvre de l'Aquinate comme seul ouvrage à 
commenter voir FRANK, « Der Wiener Dominikaner Johannes Werd (1 1510) », 
pp. 609-640. 

BRÎNZEI — SCHABEL, a The Past, Present, and Future of Late Medieval Theo- 
logy », pp. 198-218. 
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le sacrement de l'Eucharistie du livre IV dans un studium; assumer la 
philosophie antique en commentant les Ecritures et leur herméneutique 
chez Pierre Lombard dans le studium des Dominicains à Cologne; lire 
le livre III des Sentences d'aprés un prédécesseur illustre qui avait une 
préférence pour Thomas d'Aquin dans le studium des Dominicains de 
Vienne : autant de directions différentes qui articulent chacune à sa 
manière la présence et le poids de l'ordre des Précheurs dans le milieu 
universitaire. En particulier les allusions fréquentes aux figures de phi- 
losophes ont reflété une association continue entre la philosophie et la 
théologie des Sentences. 

Ainsi, en note finale, ce n'est pas la différence des Dominicains par 
rapport à leurs confréres laiques que nous devrions retenir, mais leur 
cohabitation contradictoire et fructueuse. Que ce soient justement les 
sermons universitaires, piéces d'éloquence profano-sacrée, qui ont per- 
mis d'entrevoir quelques sources d'inspiration intrigantes de la théologie 
Viennoise dominicaine au XV® siècle, ne fait qu'encadrer d'une manière 
convenable un contenu injustement oublié. 


Wien, Dominikanerkonvent, Cod. 68/289, f. 2. 
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Conrad of Rothenburg, 
Vienna 1408/09 


Ueli Zahnd 


(University of Geneva) 


Codex 315 from the Augustiner-Chorherrenstift's library in Klosterneu- 
burg, Austria, is an unspectacular manuscript. It contains a commentary 
first on the fourth book, and then on the third book of Peter Lombard's 
Sentences, and between the two commentary sections it provides, on fo- 
lios 263 to 269, parts of a principium on book IV. The whole manuscript 
is written by a single, very readable hand; it has a few corrections and 
there are some extensive marginal notes with additions to the commen- 
tary material! At the very end of the codex in the explicit to book 
III, the texts are attributed to a certain Conrad of Rothenburg: explicit 
lectura illustris magistri Chunradi de Ratenburkch super tertio et quarto 
sententiarum pronunciata ad universitatem wyennensem, comparata per 
dominum Stephanum canonicum Newnburgensem.? Ever since the very 
compilation of the manuscript, it appears thus to have been linked to 


: On the manuscript in general, see H. PFEIFFER and B. CERNÍK, Catalogus cod- 


icum manu scriptorum, qui in bibliotheca Canonicorum Regularium s. Augustini 
Claustroneoburgi asservantur, vol. 2, Vienna 1931, p. 76f. On the commentary 
material it contains see U. ZAHND, “Plagiats individualisés et stratégies de sin- 
gularisation. L'évolution du livre IV du commentaire commun des Sentences de 
Vienne", in Nicholas of Dinkelsbühl and the Sentences at Vienna in the Early 
Fifteenth Century, ed. M. BRÎNZEI (Studia Sententiarum, 1), Turnhout 2015, 
pp. 85-265, at p. 137f. 

Klosterneuburg, Augustiner-Chorherrenstift 315, f. 458r. 
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Klosterneuburg;? but the Sentences lecture it contains is attributed to 
a master of the university of Vienna. 

There is not much to say about this Viennese master Conrad of 
Rothenburg. He appears several times in the registers of the univer- 
sity of Vienna where he began his studies of the liberal arts as early 
as 1392;* he was promoted to the licentiate in 1396 and seems to have 
matriculated in one of the following years in theology, since he was ad- 
mitted, in 1407, to read the Sentences. According to our manuscript, 
this is what he obviously did, but it is unclear whether he ever became 
master of theology. It is true that he stayed at the university, since he 
served thereafter as dean of the arts faculty in 1410 and 1414, but was 
dead by October 1416 without ever being recorded as magister theolo- 
giae. In this seemingly unspectacular academic curriculum leading to 
a text preserved in an even less spectacular manuscript, however, there 
is one particularity that attracts interest. For, according to the regis- 
ters of the university of Vienna, when Conrad was admitted to read the 
Sentences, he was all alone. In the whole year before his admission, 
as well as in his own year, no one else is reported to have been lectur- 
ing on Lombard's text at his university,’ and interestingly enough, this 
is confirmed by the principium contained in Klosterneuburg 315. For, 
unlike the many other principia that exist from Vienna in the decades 
surrounding Conrad’s lecture, the author of this principium does not 
engage any socii? Apparently, there was nobody to dispute with. 


D On this Stephanus see also ms. Klosterneuburg, Augustiner- Chorherrenstift 301, 


f. 335ra, and P. UIBLEIN, Die Universität Wien im Mittelalter. Beiträge und 
Forschungen, Wien 1999, p. 225. 

g Die Matrikel der Universität Wien, vol. 1: 1377-1450, ed. by F. GALL, Graz- 
Cologne 1956, p. 39; see also P. UIBLEIN, Acta Facultatis Artium Universitatis 
Vindobonensis: 1985-1416, Graz etc. 1968, p. 131 (hereafter AFA). On Conrad, 
see already J. ASCHBACH, Geschichte der Universität Wien im ersten Jahrhun- 
derte ihres Bestehens, vol. 1, Wien 1865, p. 418f., and now the Repertorium Aca- 
demicum Germanicum (http://rag-online.org/gelehrter/id/2147105078; here- 
after cited as RAG with the corresponding id). 

S P. UIBLEIN, Die Akten der Theologischen Fakultät der Universität Wien 
(1896-1508), vol. 1, Vienna 1978, p. 12 (hereafter AFT). Conrad really begun 
his lecture in fall 1407, for, in late 1408, Michael Suchenschatz paid for Conrad's 
second year, see AFT, p. 14. 

S See AFA 334 and 421. Before 1407, he had already served one term as dean in 

1404; see ibid. 227. 

With regards to Johannes Siwart who, according to AFT, p. 14, begun to read 

the Sentences in the year after Conrad, see below, p. 308. 

On these engagements, see W.J. COURTENAY, “From Dinkelsbühls Ques- 

tiones Communes to the Vienna Group Commentary: The Vienna 'School, 


Disputing without socii 


Given this particular situation, the principium contained in Kloster- 
neuburg 315 seems to be an interesting test-case in several regards. First 
of all, it might be telling about what it really meant to present a prin- 
cipium even in the extraordinary situation of, so to say, an ‘unsociable’ 
context. Which were the indispensable parts of a principium, what had 
to be done or maintained even if an important condition, the one of com- 
petitors challenging the proposed conclusions, was not met? To answer 
these questions, in what follows, the principium of Klosterneuburg 315 
is analyzed with a particular focus on Viennese customs, and in order to 
be able to discern what is particular to Klosterneuburg 315 from what is 
particular to Vienna, the principium is compared to other principia not 
only from Vienna, but also from Paris, the model university according 
to which the Vienna bachelors had to give their principia. Therefore, 
besides the principium in Klosterneuburg 315, this study will also focus 
on the principia of Peter of Pulkau (sententiarius 1403-1405),!? Peter of 
Pirchenwart (1417-1419),!! Thomas Ebendorfer (1419-1421),!? a junior 
fellow bachelor of Friedrich Wagner OCarm (1423-1425),!° and of one 
of the socii of Johannes Stedler (1431-1433).4 


1415-1425", in Nicholas of Dinkelsbühl, ed. M. BRÎNZEI (Studia Sententiarum, 
1), Turnhout 2015, p. 280, and the many examples ibid. pp. 284-294. 

That the principial questions had to be given more Studij Parysiensis is explic- 
itly recorded in the statutes of the theological faculty from 1389, see R. KINK, 
Geschichte der kaiserlichen Universität zu Wien, vol. 2: Statutenbuch, Wien 
1854, p. 110. See COURTENAY, “From Dinkelsbühl's Questiones Communes to 
the Vienna Group Commentary", p. 269, n. 8 for further references. See also 
E.A. Lukacs, “‘Contuli cum magistro meo reverend Nicolao de Dinckespuhel 
in tribus principiis meis’: Die Principia des Walter von Bamberg O. Carm aus 
1400-1403", in Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale 29 (2018) 
pp. 2-26. 

Pulkau's biblical principium and parts of the Sentences’ principia on books 
II-IV are conserved in ms. Wien, Österreichische Nationalbibliothek, Cod. 4713, 
ff. 1v-67r. 

Pirchenwart’s Sentences! principium on book IV is in ms. Góttweig, Klosterbib- 
liothek 261 (272), ff. 1r-14v. 

For Ebendorfer, only his Sentences principia on books I and IV in ms. Wien, 
Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, Cod. 4369, ff. 1r-6v (I) and 196r-202v (IV) 
are taken into account. For his other two principia, see note 14. 

These unattributed Sentences’ principia on books I and IV that mention 
Friedrich Wagner as senior bachelor can be found in ms. Wien, Schottenstift 
230 (254), ff. 1r-17r. On possible authors see below, note 25. 

Sentences principia on all four books in ms. Lilienfeld, Zisterzienserstift 85, 
ff. 450r-481v (on their order and possible author, see ZAHND, “Plagiats individ- 
ualisés", p. 144, n. 214). Further known principia from this period in Vienna 
that have not been taken into account for this study are Thomas Ebendorfer, 
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But there is yet another reason why this Vienna principium is interest- 
ing. In recent years, it has become clear that the Viennese theologians 
were not among the most original commentators of Peter Lombard's 
Sentences.! In fact, they used for their curricular lectures a standard 
commentary originally compiled by Nicholas of Dinkelsbühl, a commen- 
tary that served as a manual which the respective “commentator” simply 
recited in his own lecture, adding here and there a further argument, an 
additional corollary, or a slightly different structure where this man- 
ual did not exactly fit with what he wanted to say, or where he could 
clarify an opaque passage in the manual. The result was a common com- 
mentary! — a commentary, thus, whose function within the individual 
curricula seems to have been rather limited. For, what was the educa- 
tional goal of having future masters of theology simply read a standard 
textbook? This is where the present Vienna principium might become 
telling, since, if the lecture of the Sentences could not be conceived of 
any more as the traditional proof of someone's intellectual maturity and 
as showing his magisterial competence, maybe at least the principia 
would fill this gap. But if this was the case, then what happened if a 
basic condition of principial lectures was not met and there was nobody 
to dispute with? 

According to these two points of interest, the following remarks are 
arranged in two parts. A first, more formal one, focuses on the structure 
of Vienna principia and the one in Klosterneuburg 315 in particular; 


Sentences! principia on books II and III, in mss. Wien, Osterreichische Nation- 
albibliothek, Cod. 4393 (II) and Cod. 4590 (III) (see, however, above, note 12 
for his principia on books I and IV); Johannes Angrer de Mühldorf, 1421-1423, 
Sentences’ principia on all four books, Wien, Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, 
Cod. 5067, ff. 281r-297r; and Thomas Wôlfel of Wuldersdorf, 1433-1435, bibli- 
cal and Sentences principia an all four books (but fragmentary), in mss. Wien, 
Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, Cod. 4690 and Cod. 4719 (on these last two 
sententiarii and their principia see COURTENAY, “From Dinkelsbühl's Questiones 
Communes to the Vienna Group Commentary", pp. 287-295). 

See, for an overview, M. BRÎNZEI and C. SCHABEL, “The Past, Present, and Fu- 
ture of Late Medieval Theology: The Commentary on the Sentences by Nicholas 
of Dinkelsbühl, Vienna, ca. 1400", in Mediaeval Commentaries on the Sentences 
of Peter Lombard, ed. P. W. ROSEMANN, vol. 3, Leiden 2015, pp. 174-266, as well 
as the various contributions in Nicholas of Dinkelsbühl, ed. BRÎNZEI, Turnhout 
2015. For a case study on the differences in their contributions to sacramental 
theology, see U. ZAHND, Wirksame Zeichen? Sakramentenlehre und Semiotik 
in der Scholastik des ausgehenden Mittelalters (Spátmittelalter, Humanismus, 
Reformation, 80), Tübingen 2014, pp. 289-350. 


16 On the evolution of book IV see ZAHND, “Plagiats individualisés”. 


Disputing without socii 


a second deals with its entanglement in the textual tradition of the 
common commentary, analyzing its sources and its reception in order 
to see how it conforms with the general Vienna custom of reading the 
Sentences. In a separate chapter of this volume, Conrad's principium 
will be edited together with the one of Peter of Pirchenwart.!" 


1. Structural aspects 


When, in the late fourteenth century, the university of Vienna was 
founded, the Parisian tradition was adopted, according to which a prin- 
cipium preceded both the curricular lecture on the Bible and the one 
on each book of the Sentences. With regard to the Sentences prin- 
cipia there were, however, two distinguishing features of the Viennese 
Sentences tradition that also shaped the principial lectures.! First, in 
Vienna, the lectures on the Sentences took two years,?? but nevertheless 
it was possible for students to begin their biennial lecture on any given 
year. Since these annual cohorts were rather small, a single sententiar- 
ius was expected to dispute during his principia with three groups of 


17 See below, chapter “A Joint Edition of Conrad of Rothenburg’s and Peter of 


Pirchenwart’s Principia on Book IV of the Sentences” on page 379. 

The two lectures differed in structure, however: “Item quod Cursor pro quolibet 
Cursu facere habeat collacionem preambulam sine questione ad recommenda- 
cionem sacre scripture; principians vero in quemcumque librum sentenciarum 
collacione brevi premissa subiungere habet questionem, in qua conferre habet et 
debet cum alijs Sentencias legentibus virtuose et honeste sine verbis quocumque 
modo sociorum suorum offensivis, et in ultima leccione quilibet pulchre et hon- 
este recommendet socios suos more Studij Parysiensis”. (KINK, Geschichte 
der kaiserlichen Universitat, p. 106). On the role model of Paris for Vienna, 
see K. UBL, “Die Universitat als Pfaffenstadt. Über ein gescheitertes Projekt 
Rudolfs IV”, in Die Universität Wien im Konzert europdischer Bildungszentren, 
14.-16. Jahrhundert, ed. K. MÜHLBERGER, M. NIEDERKORN-BRUCK, Wien 
2010, pp. 17-26. 

On the Viennese Sentences tradition as compared to Parisian custom see 
COURTENAY, "From Dinkelsbühl's Questiones Communes to the Vienna Group 
Commentary"; on the Parisian customs see IDEM, "Theological Bachelors at 
Paris on the Eve of the Papal Schism", in Philosophy and Theology in the Long 
Middle Ages. A Tribute to Stephen F. Brown, ed. K. EMERY, R. FRIEDMAN, 
A. SPEER (Studien und Texte zur Geistesgeschichte des des Mittelalters, 105), 
Leiden-Boston 2011, pp. 921-952, in particular pp. 924—926. 

As W. DUBA and C. SCHABEL recently pointed out, the Parisian custom to read 
the Sentences in one year is much older than usually thought, see their ^Remigio, 
Auriol, Scotus, and the Myth of the Two-Year Sentences Lecture at Paris", in 
Recherches de Théologie et Philosophie Médiévales 84 (2017), pp. 143-179. 
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socii: those, of course, that began together with him, but also those 
that were in their second year when he started to read the Sentences, 
and finally those that began a year after him when he was in his se- 
cond year himself?! It is thus important to note that, in the case of 
Conrad of Rothenburg, already for the year before he started reading 
the Sentences (i.e. 1406), the records of the university of Vienna do not 
mention anybody being admitted to read the Sentences, and aside from 
Conrad himself, the same is true, as already said, for 1407. However, 
there is one person mentioned for 1408, a certain Johannes Siwart from 
Transylvania who necessarily would have been the junior fellow bachelor 
of Conrad — but while this Johannes seems to have incepted as senten- 
tiarius in November 1408,?? there is evidence that he did not continue 
his lecture in early 1409.23 

The second feature that distinguishes the Vienna practice of reading 
the Sentences is the order in which the individual books were commented 
on. Vienna masters were assigned to start with any given of the four 
books of Lombard's Sentences, and there is no discernible rule that de- 
termined with which book the sententiarii began.?* In addition, it is 
even unclear how they proceeded once they started with a certain book: 
it is true that, in most of the known cases, the sententiarii followed 
the order of the Lombard's Sentences wrapping around from book IV 
to book I if they started with any book but the first; but there is at 


21 COURTENAY, “From Dinkelsbühl's Questiones Communes to the Vienna Group 


Commentary", p. 280. 

AFT, p. 14: Item magister Iohannes de 7 castris 1 [florenum] pro Sentenciis ea- 
dem die [November 16, 1408], qui eciam eadem septimana incepit Sentencias et 
principiavit in eas. On Johannes Siwart see K. WALSH, “Magister Johannes [Si- 
wart] de Septemcastris an der Universitát Wien. Versuch eines Gelehrtenprofils 
aus der Hussitenzeit", in Ex Ipsis Rerum Documentis. Beiträge zur Medidvis- 
tik. Festschrift für Harald Zimmermann zum 65. Geburtstag, ed. K. HERBERS, 
Sigmaringen 1991, pp. 557-569, and RAG 2147105103. 

In summer 1410, Siwart was still a baccalaureus sententiarius, and not yet 
a baccalaureus formatus (see AFT, p. 17), what he already would have be- 
come in autumn 1409 if he had continued to read the Sentences throughout 
1408/1409 (on the date of becoming a formed bachelor in Vienna see COURTE- 
NAY, *From Dinkelsbühl's Questiones Communes to the Vienna Group Com- 
mentary", p. 279f.) 'This delay might be due to the fact that on August 1, 1408, 
ie. only ten weeks before incepting as a sententiarius, this seemingly same Si- 
wart was assigned to read on Hebrews for his second year as cursor: it appears 
that, first, the faculty of theology intended to quickly promote Siwart in order 
to have two sententiarii in 1408/1409, but then abandoned this plan. 
COURTENAY, “From Dinkelsbühl's Questiones Communes to the Vienna Group 
Commentary", p. 278f. 
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least one set of principia from Vienna that makes clear that the re- 
spective Sentences lecture was given in the traditional Parisian order of 
books I, IV, II, and IIL.?5 This leaves us with a certain incongruity that 
a bachelor’s first principium on the Sentences was not necessarily his 
principium on book I, but simply the one he gave on the book he had 
to start with.?6 With regards to Conrad of Rothenburg, at least, we 
are on solid ground, since he explicitly states that the part conserved in 
Klosterneuburg 315 is from his fourth principium on book IV?" so that, 
as his last principium, it can be dated to the beginning of the last term 
of his Sentences lecture, which was the second term of the academic year 
1408/1409.?5 

As already stated, the text conserved in Klosterneuburg 315 is only 
an extract of a principium. After a blank page on fol. 262v, the section 
begins with an initial on top of fol. 263r with quantum ad secundum 


?» Namely the principia conserved in Wien, Schottenstift 230 (254), see the for- 


mulations on f. 13v: “Dimissis concordanciis pro quolibet membro adducendis 
et primo membro in primo meo principio expedito aliisque videlicet secundo 
et tertio ad sua loca reservatis [...] venio ad quartum;" and again on f. 15v: 
^Hanc questionem in primo meo principio prius motam iuxta materias quattuor 
librorum in quattuor articulos subdivisi, quorum primum tunc expedivi. Quo 
expedito, secundo et tertio reservatis ad sua loca, venio ad quartum.” The prin- 
cipia date to the period 1423-1425 and were thus composed either by Andreas de 
Waytra, Urbanus de Melk, or John Nider OP, see COURTENAY, “From Dinkels- 
bühl's Questiones Communes to the Vienna Group Commentary", p. 292. In 
addition, it seems that Peter of Pulkau read the Sentences in the order II, III, 
I, and IV, since his first and second principia were on books II and III (see ms. 
Wien, Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, Cod. 4713, ff. 34r and 43r: “In primo 
meo principio in sentencias juxta materiam et thema collationis talem formavi 
tytulum questionis" [see ibid. f. 34r|: *utrum divina sapientia oriens ex alto 
patris visitavit nos graciosius ceteris a se creatis, quod in quatour divisi articulos 
convenienter quatuor libros sententiarum, quorum secundum tunc tractavi. Res- 
tat igitur nunc tractare tertium articulum correspondente tertio libro reservatis 
primo et quarto ad sua loca)," while his fourth principium is said to have been 
on book IV (ibid., f. 30v: Collatio quarti principii in quartum sententiarum). 
This incongruity is also known, of course, from Parisian principia where it ap- 
peared with the second principium on book IV; but in Vienna, it might even 
affect the first principium, or not affect any of them. 

Klosterneuburg 315, f. 263r: “quaestionem [...] quam tunc divisi in quatuor 
articulos materiis quatuor libros sententiarum applicandos, quorum primum, se- 
cundum et tertium tractavi in tribus principiis meis prioribus. Nunc restat 
tractare quartum de quo iuxta materiam quarti libri cuius lecturae pro nunc 
insisto talem movere \volo/ quaestionem." 

According to the known dated principia that were given in the minor term, this 
happened in March or early April, see ms. Wien, ONB 5067, f. 297r (dated to 
March 4, 1423) and ms. Lilienfeld 85, f. 481v (April 3, 1433). 
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praemitto, and ends in the middle of fol. 269r with et hoc de toto illo 
artículo, leaving empty the rest of the folio as well as the three following 
folios. Within the conserved part of the principium, there is no other 
structural remark on a similarly general level, neither from a codicologi- 
cal point of view, nore regarding content.?? 'The text appears thus to be 
a complete second article of a principium. But what does that mean? 
When compared to other Viennese principia from the same period, the 
following structural elements are generally discernible: first, as known 
from other universities, the four principia on the Sentences are based 
on a biblical verse that reappears as a thema at the beginning of each 
principium.?? From two cases where not only the Sentences’ principia, 
but also the biblical principium survives, it becomes apparent, in ad- 
dition, that this same biblical verse was already used for the biblical 
principium — as was the case at other universities, too.?! at p. 279f., n. 
52. For examples from the universities of Oxford (vol. 1 p. 473) and In 
Vienna, however, these biblical themata had a particular function since 
the questions treated afterward in the principia were modeled accord- 
ing to the wording and imagery of the chosen verse. In Klosterneuburg 
315 where the original beginning of the principium has not survived, 
an explicit citation of a biblical verse is missing; yet, from the word- 
ing of the questions treated in the preserved part it becomes apparent 
that Conrad's thema must have been Js 9, 2: Populus qui ambulabat in 
tenebris vidit lucem magnam.?? Given the principia’s dependency of the 
biblical theme, a sententiarius had thus to choose a verse that lent itself 
to entail a set of four questions, and this might be the reason why a fa- 
mous feature known from other universities seems to have been missing 
in Vienna: in contrast to Paris, Oxford, or Cologne where these biblical 


?? Klosterneuburg 315, f. 263r and 269r. 

30  KINK, Geschichte der kaiserlichen Universität, p. 110: “in quolibet librorum 
quatuor Sentenciarum faciant solempne principium premissa pro themate de 
Biblie recommendacione Sacre scripture". For a collection of biblical themata, 
see https:/ /puns.zahnd.be/themata.php. 

?! For Vienna, see ONB 4713 (Peter of Pulkau) and ONB 4719 (Thomas Wôlfel 
of Wuldersdorf); for Paris, see e.g. WILLIAM OF VAUROUILLON, Super quattuor 
libros Sententiarum, ed. Basel 1510, fol. 1r: “Ex Iudith occurrit sermonum 
flosculus mei cognominis includens tenorem, aliasque pluribus in universitatibus 
meis in principiis accaeptus" (on the *implied appeal" to Vaurouillon's name 
see U. ZAHND, “Easy going scholars lecturing secundum alium? Notes on some 
French Franciscan Sentences Commentaries of the Fifteenth Century", in Me- 
diaeval Commentaries on the Sentences of Peter Lombard, ed. P. ROSEMANN, 
vol. 3, Leiden 2014, pp. 267-314, at p. 279f., n. 52). 


32? See the questions cited below at notes 33 and 35. 
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verses used to allude — sometimes in a very sophisticated way — to the 
name of the bachelor reading the Sentences, providing thus a personal 
“signature” of the sententiarius, there is no evidence?4 of similar puns 
in principial themes from Vienna.?? 

A second structural element that appears in Vienna principia is a 
global question embracing the four principia. This global question sub- 
sumed what the singular questions of each principium were going to ask, 
so that these singular questions functioned as four articles of one gen- 
eral problem, treating different aspects according to the four books of 
the Sentences. Conrad writes at the beginning of his fourth principium: 


In primo principio meo in sententias iuxta materiam collacionis 
et conformiter consequentis thematis movi [...] questionem [...] 
quam tunc divisi in quatuor articulos materiis quatuor libros sen- 
tentiarum applicandos, quorum primum, secundum et tertium trac- 
tavi in tribus principiis meis prioribus. Nunc restat tractare quar- 
tum.?6 


Similar formulations appear in other Vienna principia from that pe- 
riod,’ so that, apparently, at the beginning of their first principium 
on the Sentences and in the light of the biblical theme they had cho- 
sen, Vienna bachelors had to devise an all-embracing question, parts of 
which they would treat in each of the four principia. At least in compar- 
ison with Paris, where the questions posed in each principium neither 
depended on a global question, nor on each other, this seems to be a 
particularity of Vienna. 


5! On these “heraldic mystifications” see D. TRAPP, “Augustinian Theology of the 


14th Century: Notes on Editions, Marginalia, Opinions and Booklore", in Augus- 
tiniana 6 (1956), pp. 146-274, at p. 269, and K.H. TACHAU, “Looking Gravely 
at Dominican Puns: the ‘Sermons’ of Robert Holcot and Ralph Friseby”, in 
Traditio 46 (1991), pp. 337-345. 

If anything, an allusion might be found in Peter of Pulkau's theme: he chose 
Luke 1, 78 (Visitavit nos oriens ex alto), and Peter originates from a hamlet 
near a place called ^Horn" to which might allude oriens, and this hamlet is in 
Lower-Austria, i.e. ex alto. 

'This is not to say that Vienna masters did not know to play with their names. 
In Wien, ÓNB 4369 with the principia on books I and IV of Thomas Ebendor- 
fer, there is between the two principia on f. 196r a poem in which Ebendorfer 
mentions his fellow bachelors: meum Gnaden Johannes (i.e. John Gmunden), 
alter Johannes habetur Hymel (i.e. John Himmel), and Georius pomorum ortus 
e valle (i.e. Georg Apfenthaler); see already COURTENAY, “From Dinkelsbühl's 
Questiones Communes to the Vienna Group Commentary", p. 287, n. 56. 

?6 Klosterneuburg 315, f. 263r; see the edition below, p. 397, lines 2R-16R. 

57 See, e.g., the text cited below at n. 81. 
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At a closer look, however, even in Vienna the sub-questions of the 
four principia were quite autonomous. In the case of Conrad, the global 
question was utrum divina lux iocundissima eternaliter et intra diffusa 
sit temporaliter orta pro salute gentium in tenebris ambulancium.?* This 
question skillfully addresses, of course, the main topics of the four books 
of Lombard's Sentences: the most delightful divine light alludes to book 
I (on God and the Trinity), its eternal and universal dispersion reminds 
of book II (on creation), that it arose temporally anticipates book III 
(Christ and the Virtues), and the salvation of the people walking in 
darkness evokes book IV (Sacraments and Last Things)? But while 
this very allusion to book IV seems to refer to the whole context of 
sacramental theology treated in the first 42 distinctions of this last book 
of the Sentences, in his fourth principium, Conrad specifies a question 
that concerns eschatology and thus distinctions 43 to 50. This question 
is 


utrum divina lux in forma humane infirmitatis in qua mundum lu- 
mine sue divinitatis illustravit, sit in fine seculi omnibus hominibus 
apparitura omnesque tam bonos quam malos iudicatura?40 


With the imagery of the divine light, both in the global question and in 
the particular one on book IV, the symbolism remains that of Js 9, 2; 
but nevertheless this second question is not an obvious sub-question of 
the first one — and the same is true for the global questions and sub- 
questions of other Vienna principia. ^! 

What is more, when comparing questions from different Vienna prin- 
cipia, it is striking that they all share a rather circumstantial, convoluted 


35 Klosterneuburg 315, f. 263r. 

39 For other examples, see above, n. 36. 

^? Klosterneuburg 315, fol. 263r; see the edition below, p. 397, lines 20R-25R. 

^! For Vienna principia on book IV, other examples of global questions and respec- 
tive particular questions are: ^utrum pater in divinis ab inicio rationales sancti- 
ficans creaturas suum in mundum miserit filium ad hominem glorie dotibus pre- 
miandum," and *utrum pater in divinis per filium in fine seculi dotabit hominem 
in corpore et anima condigna premiacione” (Thomas Ebendorfer: Wien, ONB 
4369, f. 199r); *utrum flumen increatum a se fluentibus creaturis vi sue passio- 
nis amarissime gratiam influat \mediantibus nove legis sacramentis// ef&eaeius," 
and “utrum increatum flumen mediantibus nove legis sacramentis quam veteris 
testamenti gratiam influat efficacius" (junior fellow bachelor of Friedrich Wagner 
OCarm: Schotten 230 [254], f. 15r); *utrum unica divina essentia libere potentie 
a se date per inerrabile os divini verbi creatam de sacramentis dederit sapien- 
tiam," and *utrum sacramenta de quibus sapientia creata nobis tradita est sint 
data ad finem hominis consequendum" (socius of Johannes Stedler: Lilienfeld 
85, f. 476r). Finally, for Peter of Pirchenwart see below at notes 69 and 81. 
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way of asking about diverse things in a single expression. From a generic 
point of view, a similar type of nested questions was developed at Paris 
in the later fourteenth century, not specifically for principia, but for 
Sentences commentaries as such, as a reaction to the huge and unstruc- 
tured, “essay style” questions of earlier English commentaries.?? While 
in “essay style" questions that jumped from topic to topic, the reader 
could not determine what problems would be treated in the remainder 
of an article, nested Parisian questions could indicate the main lines of 
the upcoming discussion without narrowing the topics too much.? At 
the beginning of the fifteenth century, the Vienna common commentary 
abandoned this nested style in favor of shorter, monothematic questions, 
but the procedure was still known thanks to the much-used commen- 
taries of James of Eltville^^ and of Henry of Oyta. This question type, 
with its intricate formulations, reappeared in Vienna principia precisely 
because, it seems, these questions allowed for treating different topics at 
one time and to develop thus the corpus articuli in different directions. 
Given the custom to embrace the four principia, if only superficially, with 
a global question, this ability was of particular importance, of course, 
since the more a question presupposed, the bigger was the chance that 
a socius would not agree, so that a real dispute could begin. In this 
regard, even Conrad asked a nested question and he went on, as was 
usual for this type of questions, to make explicit what he presupposed: 


^? This “essay style” has been described by TRAPP, “Augustinian Theology", p. 231; 


see also P.J.J.M. BAKKER and C. SCHABEL, “Sentences Commentaries of the 
Later Fourteenth Century”, in Mediaeval Commentaries on the Sentences of 
Peter Lombard, ed. G.R. EVANS, vol. 1, Leiden 2002, pp. 425-464 and ZAHND, 
Wirksame Zeichen?, p. 56. 

For examples, see the recent editions of PIERRE D'AILLY, Questiones super pri- 
mum, tertium et quartum librum Sententiarum, ed. M. BRiNZEI, (Corpus Chris- 
tianorum Continuatio Mediaevalis, 258), Turnhout 2013 and MARSILIUS OF IN- 
GHEN, Quaestiones super quattuor libros sententiarum, ed. M. SANTOS NOYA et 
al. (Studies in History of Christian Tradition, 87, 88, 173), Leiden 2000-2015. 
For Eltville's reception in Vienna see M. BRINZEI, I. CURUT, “From Author to 
Authority : The Legacy of James of Eltville in Vienna", in The Cistercian James 
of Eltville (T 1393). Author in Paris and Authority in Vienna, ed. M. BRINZEI, 
C. SCHABEL (Studia Sententiarum, 3), Turnhout 2018, pp. 419-478. 

On their use for expanding the common commentary see, e.g., ZAHND, “Pla- 
giats individualisés", pp. 185-188; a Vienna example that still relied on nested 
questions (but was not part of the common commentary) is Arnold of Seehusen 
OCarm, see ZAHND, Wirksame Zeichen?, pp. 314—319. 


43 


44 


315 


316 


Ueli ZAHND 


Ista questio querit duo: primo querit utrum divina lux sit in fine 
seculi omnibus hominibus in forma humane nature apparitura; se- 
cundo querit utrum tunc sit omnes tam bonos quam malos iudi- 
catura. 46 


In other Vienna principia with a real disputational situation, there could 
be up to four quaesita and supposita in order to provoke dissent amongst 
the socii;^ for Conrad, however, the minimum of two quaesita appar- 
ently met the requirements.{ 

These quaesita played an important role in the further structure of 
the principia. In accordance with the Parisian nested-question approach, 
Conrad organized the argumenta principalia of his question, and then 
again the corpus quaestionis according to his two quaesita, i.e. he pre- 
sented two argumenta pro parte negativa for each quaesitum, and he then 
divided the corpus quaestionis into two articuli, each of which dealt with 
one of the two arguments. Hence, there were three levels of questions 
in a Viennese principium: the global question embracing the four prin- 
cipia, the main question of each particular principium, and the two to 
four quaesita these main questions presupposed. Accordingly, there were 
also three levels of articuli: as we already have seen, the four principia 
themselves were considered as articuli of the global question; ?? the treat- 
ment of the respective quaesita had the status of an articulus; and it 
will become apparent that, on an intermediate level, each principium 
was again subdivided in three or four further articles.?! 

Yet, between a principium’s question and its articles, a further struc- 
tural element occurs in Vienna texts. Before entering into the solution 
of his quaesita, Conrad had to “protest”.°? He only mentions, it is true, 
that he is going to make a protestatio while the wording itself is absent; 


^9 Klosterneuburg 315, f. 263r; see the edition below, p. 397, lines 26R-32R. 

^' This was the case, in particular, in the first principia given, since consisting of 

four supposita they were able to adumbrate the four books of the Sentences. See, 

e.g., the case of Pirchenwart discussed below on p. 322. 

Later on in his principium, this minimum of quaesita would be counterbalanced 

with a huge number of conclusiones, see below, p. 317. 

See above, p. 312. 

This is the case, at least, in Conrad's principium, see Klosterneuburg 315, f. 263r: 

“Quaestionem praesentem divido in duos articulos: prius erit ad primum quae- 

situm tituli quaestionis responsivus, secundus ad secundum”. 

95! See below, p. 319. 

?? Klosterneuburg 315, f. 263r: “Antequam vadam ad decisionem questionis 
protestor etc". 
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however, from the university statutes?? and from other Vienna prin- 
cipia that refer to such a protestatio at this very same place, namely 
between the caput and the corpus of a principial quaestio, it can be 
inferred what he meant to protest: namely, first, to assert his intention 
not to say anything against catholic doctrine;?? second, to submit to the 
decisions of the faculty if he should have offended catholic doctrine;?6 
and third, to assert his intention accurately to refer to the arguments 


brought forward by the fellow bachelors in their respective principia. 


KINK, Geschichte der kaiserlichen Universität, p. 102: “Item quod in decisione 
questionum in disputacionibus et in principijs sentenciarum ac in alijs actibus 
publicis in aula premitti debeant protestaciones laudabiles, quibus protestentur 
dictos actus facturi, quod non intendunt dicere, ymmo intendunt non dicere ali- 
quid, quod sit contra fidem, contra determinacionem Sancte Matris Ecclesie aut 
quod cedat in favorem articulorum Pariius aut hic condemnatorum aut quod 
sit contra doctrinam sanam, contra bonos mores aut quovis modo offendat pias 
aures; et si aliquod illorum contingeret, lapsu lingue aut inadvertencia aut alia 
quacunque occasione seu causa, quod dicent, se ex illo pro nunc revocare, re- 
tractare, exponere, declarare velle ad ordinacionem Facultatis Theoloyce huius 
Studij Wyennensis.” 

A complete protestatio is conserved in ms. Góttweig 261, f. 6va (Peter of Pirchen- 
wart); see also Wien, ONB 4719, ff. 28r-v (Thomas Wólfel de Wuldersdorf). In 
their later principia, Vienna sententiarii were apparently allowed to simply re- 
fer to the protestationes of their earlier principia, see, e.g., Thomas Ebendorfer, 
fourth principium on book I, Wien, ONB 4369, f. 3r: “protestationem alias sepius 
per me praemissam volo habere pro repetita”; other formulations are “eam pro 
nunc brevitatis de causa meliori modo quo fieri consuevit habeo pro repetita” 
(Schotten 230, f. 15r; similarly, Lilienfeld 85, f. 476r). 

Peter of Pirchenwart’s protestatio Góttweig 261, f. 6va exceeds the demands of 
the statutes (Góttweig 261, f. 6va): “Protestor quod nec aet« in hoc actu, nec in 
quocumque alio per dei graciam in futurum per me fiendo intendo quidquid 
dicere, ymmo penitus intendo non dicere quod sit contra determinacionem 
sacrosancte ac universalis matris ecclesie scilicet katholice, aut quod est contra 
Canonem, et biblie aut articulis fidei aut dictis sanctorum doctorum ab ecclesia 
approbatorum dissonum, aut quod sit articulis parisiensis aut alibi rationabiliter 
condempnatus aut alteri doctrine erronee consonum, aut quod esset contra bonos 
mores aut merito piarum aurum quovis modo offensivum.” See infra p. 402. 
See ibid.: *Si autem, quod deus avertat, oppositum alicuius horum in presenti 
actu aut in quocumque alio fecero aut ex lapsu lingue aut ex inadvertencia aut 
ex ignorancia mea, que permaxima est, revoco pro nunc sicut et ex tunc, et ex 
tunc sicut et pro nunc, petens haberi pro non dicto, submittens me in omnibus 
illis magistris et dominis meis egregiis et precipuis doctoribus viris sacre theologie 
huius alme universitatis similiter et aliis quorum interest taliter errantes corrigere 
et ad viam reducere veritatis." 

A point that is not claimed in the statutes. See, however, Góttweig 261, f. 6va: 
“Insuper protestor quod intendo dicta magistri mei reverendi magistri Johan- 
nis de Gmunden cum quo lecturus sententias concurram fideliter iuxta posse 


54 


317 


318 


Ueli ZAHND 


In this regard, it is unfortunate that the wording of Conrad's protestatio 
is missing, since it would have been interesting to see what he made of 
this third point. What remains clear is that the protestatio belonged to 
the standard protocol to the point that Conrad also had to give it. 
'The treatment of the quaesita, finally, was structured alongside a se- 
ries of theses (conclusiones). In these series, sometimes the later theses 
were elaborations of earlier ones — but not throughout as was usual in 
Paris; in addition, some of these conclusiones were presented together 
with a few corollaries.?5 This is an unspectacular approach, of course, 
but it nevertheless allows for the detection of two particularities in Con- 
rad’s text. A first concerns the corpus of the question that, in other 
Vienna principia, was complemented by an articulus collativus, that is, 
an article in which — and only in which — the sententiarii begun to 
dispute with their socii?? In the main articles of their quaestiones, how- 
ever, even those Vienna sententiarii who had someone to dispute with 
developed the response to the quaesitum without already engaging their 
fellow bachelors. This separation between answering the quaesitum and 
engaging the socii is an important difference to Parisian custom where 
the dispute was included into the main question by means of a series of 
ever more provocative corollaries.9? By contrast, in some Vienna prin- 
cipia, the articulus collativus was even presented as an entity of its own, 
placed on the same structural level as the principial question itself. Yet, 
even then, the solution of the argumenta principalia to the principial 


meum recitare, et presertim illa in quibus sibi contradicam in articulo collativo 
intendo — et si contrarium contigerit — non credar me hoc speciali occasione 
aut motivo sinistro facere velle.” See the edition below, p. 403. 

In the principium of Klosterneuburg 315, conclusions 1 and 5 from the first, and 3 
and 8 from the second articulus have corollaries. For Parisian examples from the 
early 15*™ century see U. ZAHND, “Der Dank an die Meister. Anmerkungen zu 
einigen Gratiarum actiones spátmittelalterlicher Sentenzenlesungen", in Schüler 
und Meister, ed. A. SPEER, Th. JESCHKE (Miscellanea Mediaevalia, 39), Berlin- 
Boston 2016, pp. 81-105. 

See, e.g., THOMAS EBENDORFER, Wien, ONB 4369, f. 201v: “quantum ad se- 
cundum articulum in quo conferre habeo cum magistris meis reverendis Johanne 
de Gmunden et Johanne Hymel baccalaureis formatis in Theologia sit conclusio 
prima”; or Lilienfeld 85 (socius of STEDLER), f. 478r: “quantum ad tertium prin- 
cipale scilicet ad articulum collativum descendo in quo conferam cum magistro 
meo reverendo magistro Johanne Stedler de Lantshutta baccalaureo formato in 
theologia cum quo licet immeritus legendo sententias concurro.” 

For an earlier example from Paris see U. ZAHND, *Die Universitát als Arena. 
Bildung, Profil-Bildung und Provokation bei Thomas von Strafburg", in The- 
ologie und Bildung im Mittelalter, ed. P. GEMEINHARDT, T. GEORGES, (Archa 
Verbi. Subsidia, 14), Münster 2015, pp. 491—509. 


58 


59 


60 


Disputing without socii 


question occurred only at the end of the articulus collativus, so that the 
fact that this solution of the argumenta principalia is also present in 
Klosterneuburg 315 underscores that there effectively was no articulus 
collativus in the case of Conrad. 

'The second particularity of Conrad's treatment of the quaesitum con- 
cerns the number of conclusions he advances. While adhering, in prin- 
ciple, to the Vienna custom of developing conclusions or propositions in 
order to answer the principial question, Conrad exceeds — with an ex- 
ception that will be discussed in the next section?! — the usual amount 
of conclusions in Vienna principia by far. While others developed only 
some five or six propositions before entering into the articulus colla- 
tivus, Conrad advanced in his two articles no less than twenty-one.” 
His treatment of the principial question was thus considerably longer 
than in other principia, and at a closer look it becomes apparent that 
Conrad substituted the lack of disputants with a more extensive dis- 
cussion of conclusions. For, not unlike the Parisian custom, by means 
of these subsequent conclusions he developed his articles towards con- 
troversial topics for which the scholastic tradition had no unanimous 
answer, and this allowed him, instead of confronting real socii, to op- 
pose scholastic authorities from the thirteenth-century and to have them 
dispute with each other in, so to say, a proxy-debate. In the first article, 
which started by asking about Christ's eschatological appearance to all 
men, Conrad turned to a confrontation between Bonaventure and Tho- 
mas Aquinas on whether some angels know the date of the Parousia, 
and ended up discussing different positions on beatific vision;®* in the 
second that asked whether both the good and the bad were going to 
be judged, he opposed Thomas Aquinas to Richard of Middletown and 
Peter of Tarantaise on whether the last judgement will be pronounced 
in audible speech Di Following in the first case Thomas Aquinas, and 
opposing him in the second in favor of Richard of Middletown and Peter 


9! See below, p. 327. 

82 Le. eleven conclusions in the first, and ten in the second article. 

Di See, e.g., the second conclusion Klosterneuburg 315, f. 263v (below, p. 407, lines 
174R-179R): “quamvis probabile sit & angelos aliquos et homines beatos noscere 
tempus ortus divine lucis in fine seculi, pars tamen opposita magis videtur esse de 
intencione doctorum;" and the last conclusion of this first article: ^dampnati ne 
dum in iudicio videbunt gloriam beatorum, sed et ante et post, non tamen intuitu 
praesentiae, sed per consideracionem quandam intelligencie” (ibid. f. 265v; see 
below, p. 417, lines 509R-513R). 

DI Klosterneuburg 315, f. 267v (below, p. 428, lines 891R-902R): "licet non sit 
perspicuum ex scriptura utrum illud iudicium extremum quantum ad discepta- 


319 


320 


Ueli ZAHND 


of Tarantaise, Conrad not only had his dispute, even if there were no 
socii to dispute with, but he also showed a certain intellectual autonomy. 
With the solution of the argumenta principalia, he concluded thus the 
whole quaestio of his fourth principium, and with it the part preserved 
in Klosterneuburg 315.55 

As has been said earlier on, this preserved part is marked out as a 
complete articulus secundus, and it remains to be answered what this 
means. It has become clear that there were, in Vienna principia, three 
levels of articuli according to the three levels of questions; but it is ob- 
vious that the present articulus secundus neither belongs to the most 
fundamental level on which the whole principia themselves were consid- 
ered as articles of the all-embracing global question,96 nor is it part of 
the most specific level on which the quaesita were considered as articuli. 
What remains, thus, is the intermediate level, so that it needs to be 
clarified what, on that level, was the first article that must have pre- 
ceded our secundus articulus, and what were possible further articles. It 
has already been mentioned that, in other Vienna principia, the articu- 
lus collativus is sometimes considered as an article of its own, situated 
on the same level as the principial question. Accordingly, these other 
Vienna principia, had either three or four articles at this intermediate 
level: namely, as a first article or the primum principale a recommen- 
datio or a sermo collativus, a standard element also of principia from 


other universities:$7 as a secundum principale the principial question; 


cionem et sentenciam fiat per vocalem locucionem vel non, multum tamen vide- 
tur conforme scripture ewangelice in extremo iudicio quedam non tantum men- 
taliter, set etiam vocaliter, quedam vero mentaliter tantum divina operante vir- 
tute fieri? For the model of this conclusion, see Quaestiones communes D, IV, 
q. 57 (e.g. mss. Klosterneuburg, Augustiner Chorherrenstift 41, f. 347vb, and 
München, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, Clm 8455, f. 462vb; question number 
according to ZAHND, “Plagiats individualisés", pp. 170-179). 

“Propositio ultima: questio quo ad secundum quesitum est vera. Rationes facte 
ante oppositum patent ex dictis. Rationes vero post oppositum sunt pro dictis. 
Et hoc de toto illo articulo” (Klosterneuburg 315, f. 269r; see below, p. 437, lines 
1189R-1195R). 

Since it is the fourth principium on book IV, by no means it would be, on that 
level, a second article. 

On these recommendationes, see S.F. BROWN, “Peter of Candia’ sermons in 
praise of Peter Lombard", in Studies honoring Ignatius Charles Brady Friar 
minor, ed. R.S. ALMAGNO, New York 1976, pp. 141-176, and M.W. DUNNE, “A 
fourteenth-century Example of an introitus Sententiarum at Oxford: Richard 
Fitzralph's Inaugural Speech in Praise of the Sentences of Peter Lombard”, in 
Medieval Studies 63 (2001), pp. 1-29. 


66 


67 


Disputing without socii 


then, sometimes included in the principial question and sometimes pre- 
sented as a tertium principale the articulus collativus; and as a last and, 
again, a very common part a gratiarum actio which, however, in none of 
the consulted Vienna manuscripts has been preserved.®* Schematically, 
Vienna principia consisted thus of the following parts: 


| Biblical theme verse 


Principium à 
biblicum 


d 


'The part preserved in Klosterneuburg 315 is thus the second principal 
article of Conrad's fourth principium, and thanks to its presentation as 
an articulus secundus it becomes clear that Conrad had to deliver most 
of the standard parts even if he had no fellow bachelors to dispute with. 


$8 See KINK, Geschichte der kaiserlichen Universität, p. 106 (cited above, n. 13). 


Even at other universities, most of these gratiarum actiones were lost, and those 
that have been preserved, rather seem to be part of a sermo finalis than of 
a principium, see ZAHND, “Der Dank an die Meister" (in particular pp. 95 and 
99), and DUBA, SCHABEL, “Remigio, Auriol, Scotus", p. 145, for known sermones 
finales of the early fourteenth century. 
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2. Textual dependencies 


Vienna principia of the early fifteenth century appear as a very stan- 
dardized procedure even the lone warrior Conrad had formally to follow. 
In opposing thirteenth-century scholastics, he had found an original way 
of substituting his lack of socii to dispute with, and in both following 
and opposing Thomas Aquinas he had proven a certain intellectual au- 
tonomy. Nevertheless, his work was part of the broader Viennese Sen- 
tences tradition, and that tradition involved extensive textual recycling 
based fundamentally on a manual that originally had been compiled by 
Nicolas of Dinkelsbühl, but was over time augmented by its subsequent 
users. Yet, even Dinkelsbühl's compilation was the product of recycling, 
for the main part of this textbook consists of extracts from commen- 
taries produced in the the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries. Those 
after Dinkelsbühl who added to the manual also copied, in most cases, 
from earlier existing commentaries. So, Vienna sententiarii, in lectur- 
ing, mainly reused a textbook, at times using other existing texts to add 
to it, and if their elaborations were well done, subsequent sententiarii 
would reuse their version of that common commentary.© 

Now, if this was the competence demanded from Vienna sententiarii, 
it might also have affected their principia. In his fourth principium, as 
conserved in Klosterneuburg 315, Conrad tackled a topic that was prac- 
tically absent from Dinkelsbühl's first version, namely eschatology. But 
already at the start of the fifteenth century six eschatological questions 
had been appended to this manual, and these questions were partially 
incorporated into Conrad's own lecture.” From a closer look, more- 
over, it becomes clear that, in his fourth principium, Conrad did what 
usually was done in Vienna and simply reused those very same textual 
elements that were at hand. The beginning of his secundum quaesitum 
up to his treatment of its fourth conclusion, for example, has almost en- 
tirely been taken from questions 55 to 57 from stage two of the common 
commentary, and then slightly rearranged: 


$9 This is why these Quaestiones communes split up into several traditions; see, for 


book IV, the scheme in ZAHND, “Plagiats individualisés", p. 157. 
See the collective list of questions in ZAHND, “Plagiats individualisés", 
pp. 170-179; in Klosterneuburg 315, the relevant questions are on ff. 255v-262r. 
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QQ communes IV, stage II 
g.55 Argumenta 
Sciendum 
Conclusiones 1-3 x ` 
Dubium Ka 
Obiectiones 1- 


Ad argumenta 


q.56 Argumenta , 
Sciendum 


Ad argumenta ` 


q.57 Argumenta 
Conclusio respongfva 
Probationes 7 
Scienda 1-2 ^ 
Ad argumenta 


Dubia 
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Conrad, Princ. IV, q.un., art. 2 
4 Notandum 1 
| Ja Notandum 2 


™ Conclusio 1 


q Probatio 1 
Probatio 2 
Conclusio 2 
Probationes 
Conclusio 3 
Probationes 


Corollaria 1-2 


Corollarium 3 
_~ Scotus 


^«. Conclusio 4 = 


De * Probatio 4^ 


« Probatio 2 


A more detailed example concerns a short citation of Thomas Aquinas 


where it becomes clear that Conrad did not take it from an original 


reading of Thomas’ Scriptum, even if he rearranged his presumed source: 


CONRAD, Princ. IV, a. 2, n. 271 


Secundo sciendum quod secundum 
sanctum Thomam in quarto distinc- 
tione et questione ubi supra [47.1] ar- 
ticulo tertio in responsione ad subar- 
ticulum secundum “ad iudicium duo 
pertinent, scilicet discussio merito- 
rum et retribucio premiorum.” Se- 
cundum hoc duplex erit actus iudicii, 
scilicet iudicium discussionis et iudi- 
cium retribucionis. 


Et potest etiam addi 
tertium membrum, scilicet iudicium 
discrecionis quo boni a malis separan- 
tur nunc animo, in futuro etiam 


Qq communes D, q. 55, n. 17 


Sciendum quod 


^ad iudicium duo 
pertinent, scilicet discussio merito- 
rum et retribucio premiorum.” Se- 
cundum hoc duplex erit actus iudicii, 
scilicet iudicium discussionis et iudi- 
cium retribucionis. Hanc distinctio- 
nem ponit sanctus Thomas in quarto 
distinctione 47 questione prima artic- 
ulo tertio in responsione ad subartic- 
ulum secundum. Etiam potest addi 
membrum tertium, scilicet iudicium 
discrecionis quo boni a malis separan- 
tur nunc animo, in futuro etiam 


Ti Klosterneuburg 315, f. 266r; see below, p. 420, lines 588R-603R. 
72 Klosterneuburg 41, f. 346rb; München, Clm 8455, f. 458vb. 
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loco quando iudex statuet oves a dez- loco quando iudex statuet oves a dez- 
tris et edos a sinistris, Mt 25|, 33]. tris, edos a sinistris, Mt 25|, 33]. 


Compared to other Vienna principia, Conrad was no exception. At least 
one other case of a principium to book IV can be adduced that reveals 
the same picture of collated textual elements found in the common text- 
book,’ but it is more than probable that there are further examples. 
Obviously it was accepted in Vienna to recycle the common textbook 
even for the principia. 

And there is even a more noticeable case. For, as already said, these 
authors not only recycled earlier texts, but were themselves reused in 
the common commentary when they did well. The question is whether 
this happened also with material elaborated in the principia. With 
regards to Conrad and his focus on eschatological problems there is, 
among the preserved principia on book IV from Vienna, only one other 
candidate who chose a similar topic and might thus be compared with 
Conrad, namely Peter Reichert of Pirchenwart, who read the Sentences 
between 1417 to 1419.“ His principium on book IV, as conserved in 
ms. Góttweig 261, was the first he gave, and hence Peter begun with 
formulating an all-encompassing question for all of the four books that 
was in line with the biblical theme he had chosen, namely Mt 1, 1: Liber 
generationis Iesu Christi: 


Quantum ad secundum principale iuxta thema et materiam colla- 
cionis talem formo titulum questionis: utrum liber vite infallibilis, 
generacio creature racionalis, sit lesus redemptor humani generis 
et Christus in seculi fine iudicialiter appariturus singulis. © 


Although there is a focus on Christ's apparition not unfamiliar from Con- 
rad, both the supposita and the imagery of Pirchenwart's formulation 


7? See, e.g., the principium on book IV in Schotten 230 (254), that relies on material 


from Quaestiones communes 5, IV, q. 1 (according to the edition in ZAHND, 

“Plagiats individualisés", the first article on ff. 15v-16v recycles the paragraphs 

72-89, the fragmentary second article on ff. 16v-17r uses paragraphs 94-100). 

On Pirchenwart and his Sentences lecture on book IV see COURTENAY, “From 

Dinkelsbühl's Questiones Communes to the Vienna Group Commentary”, 

pp. 304-315, but also ZAHND, “Plagiats individualisés”, pp. 122-135 with the 

respective appendices. 

79 See Góttweig 261, f. Iva. 

76  Góttweig 261, f. 5rb (see below, p. 397, lines 426—433); again, the four parts of the 
question adumbrate the four books of the Sentences: God, Creation, Incarnation, 
and Salvation. For Conrad's all-embracing question see above, p. 313. 
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are different. According to the all-embracing character of the question, 
Pirchenwart distinguishes four supposita and quaesita (by contrast with 
Conrad, who only has two),’” and only one addresses a problematic sim- 
ilar to Conrad's."? The discrepancy increases when Pirchenwart starts 
to give his argumenta principalia, first choosing a completely different 
focus and then going into far more detail, so that his development of the 
argumenta greatly exceeds Conrad's.? Coming to the principal argu- 
menta against the last quaesitum, however, Pirchenwart’s text suddenly 
becomes familiar, more or less repeating the argumenta formulated by 


Conrad. 


PIRCHENWART, 
Princ. I, arg. 659 


Item contra idem 
quesitum: nullum est 
iudicium finale in quo 
Christus Dominus sin- 
gulis apparebit, igitur. 
Antecedens ` probatur 
quia Christus Dominus 
de singulis hominum 
operibus statim post 
mortem eorum iudicat 
cum unicuique eorum 
pro meritis penas 
vel premia tribuit, 
igitur etc. Patet illud 
per ilud Psalmum 


CONRAD, 
arg. 281 


Princ. IV, 


Secundo arguo contra 
secundum quesitum. 
Nullum est iudicium 
generale in fine se- 
culi futurum, igitur 
etc. Argumentum 
probatur quia Deus 
de singulis hominum 
operibus statim post 
mortem eorum iudicat 
cum unicuique eorum 
pro meritis penes 
vel premia tribuit. 
Confirmatur per illud 
Psalmi [1, 5] non 
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Gôttweig 261, ff. 5rb-va: “Hec questio duo supponit et unum duo querit. Primo 
namque supponit esse liberum vite et infallibilem; secundo supponit illum librum 
Deinde querit an idem liber sit Iesus 
redemptor humani generis, et secundo querit an eciam ille liber sit Christus in 


esse generacionem creature rationalis. 


iudicio finali singulis hominibus apariturus.” 
Le., Peter's second quaesitum, see above, p. 314. 


Even if it is difficult to compare the hands of the manuscripts, the difference is 
manifest given that Pirchenwart needs a complete folio for his arguments (Gótt- 
weig 261, ff. 5va-6rb), while Conrad is done after half of a page (Klosterneuburg 


315, f. 263r). 


Góttweig 261, f. 6ra-b (see below, p. 400-401). 


Klosterneuburg 315, f. 263r (see below, p. 400-401). 
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Qq com. D, IV, q. 57, 
arg. 182 


Utrum aliquod gen- 
erale iudicium sit 
futurum. Arguitur 
quod non quia Deus 
de singulis hominum 
operibus statim post 
mortem eorum iudicat 
cum unicuique eorum 
pro meritis penas vel 
premia tribuit. 


Qq com. B, IV, q. 55, 
opp. 183 

In oppositum est 
illud Psalmi primi 


Klosterneuburg 41, f. 347rb; München, Clm 8455, f. 461va. 
Klosterneuburg 41, f. 346rb; München, Clm 8455, f. 458va. 
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non resurgunt impii resurgunt impii in non resurgunt impii 
in iudicio, quod iudicio, quod ideo in iudicio, quod ideo 
ideo dictum est se- dictum est secun- dictum est secun- 
cundum beatum dum AUGUSTINUM, dum AUGUSTINUM, 
AUGUSTINUM*4, CASSIODORUM et CASSIODORUM et 
CassIoDORUM™ et GLOSA quia impii GLOSA, quia impii 
GLOSA*Ó quia impii non iudicabuntur in non iudicabuntur in 


non iudicabuntur in 
iudicio futuro, sed iam 
iudicati sunt,®” igitur. 


iudicio futuro, sed iam 
iudicati sunt. 


iudicio futuro, sed iam 
iudicati sunt. 


That Pirchenwart copied this last argument from Conrad is evident since 
Conrad himself had compiled it from two different passages of the com- 
mon commentary. The same happened when Pirchenwart brought up a 
final oppositum for the same second quaesitum: 


PIRCHENWART, CONRAD, Princ. IV, Qq com. D, IV, q. 56, 
Princ. I, opp. 4*5 opp. 18° resp.°0 

Sed pro veritate se- In oppositum et pro Et Mt 24|, 30]: vide- 
cundi quesiti est illud veritate amborum que- bunt filium hominis 


quod scribitur Mt 24[, 
30]: videbunt filium ho- 
minis venientem in nu- 
bibus celi cum virtute 
multa et maiestate; et 
ibidem 16[, 27]: fil- 
ius hominis venturus 
est in gloria patris suis 
cum angelis suis et 


sitorum est illud quod 
scribitur Mt 24[, 30]: 
videbunt filium homi- 
nis venientem in nu- 
bibus celi cum virtute 
multa et maiestate; et 
ibidem 16|, 27]: filius 
hominis venturus est in 
gloria patris sui cum 


venientem in mubibus 
celi cum virtute multa 
et maiestate; et ibi- 
dem 16[, 27]: filius 
hominis venturus est 
in gloria patris sui 
cum angelis suis et 
tunc reddet unicuique 
secundum opera eius. 


84 AUGUSTINUS, Enarrationes in Psalmos I-L, ad Ps 1, n. 5, ed. D.E. Dekkers 


O.S.B., I. Fraipont (Corpus Christianorum Series Latina, 38), Turnhout 1956, 
p. 3; Enarrationes in Psalmos 1-32 (expos.), ed. C. Weidmann, (Corpus Scrip- 
torum Ecclesiasticorum Latinorum, 93, 1/A) Wien 2003, p. 71. 

CASSIODORUS, Expositio Psalmorum L-LXX, ad Ps 1, ed. M. Adriaen (Corpus 
Christianorum Series Latina, 97), Turnhout 1958, p. 37. 

PETRUS LOMBARDUS, Glosa in Psalterium, ad Ps 1 (Patrologia Latina, 191), 
c. 64D. 

Cf. THOMAS DE AQUINO, Compendium theologiae 1.245, ed. Leonina (Opera 
Omnia, 42), Rome 1979, p. 190b. 

55 Gottweig 261, f. 6rb (see below, p. 402-402). 

59 Klosterneuburg 315, f. 263r (see below, p. 402-402). 

HI Klosterneuburg 41, f. 347ra; Munich, Clm 8455, ff. 460vb-461ra. 
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Qq com. D, IV, q. 55, 
arg. 3°! 


angelis suis, et tunc 
reddet unicuique se- 
cundum opera eius. 
Item in symbolo dici- 
tur de Christo quod 
“venturus est iudicare 
vivos et mortuos.” 


tunc reddet unicuique 
secundum opera sua. 
Et in symbolo dicitur 
“venturus est iudicare 
vivos et mortuos.” 


Item in symbolo dici- 
tur de Christo quod 
“venturus est iudicare 
vivos et mortuos.” 


This is more than a coincidence. For, after his protestatio, Pirchenwart 
finally offers the particular questions for each book he deduced from his 
embracing global question; and this time, the one advanced for book IV 
is almost identical to the one Conrad had devised: 


CONRAD, Princ. IV, quaestio princi- 
palis?? 


PIRCHENWART, Princ. 
principalis?? 


I, quaestio 


Pretermissis pro presenti primo, se- 
cundo et tertio articulis ad libros 
eis correspondentes et eis reservatis, 
dicam nunc solum de quarto tan- 
gente materiam illius quarti libri sen- 
tentiarum quod primum librum lec- 
turus sum domino concedente. Est 
igitur questio nunc pertractanda hec: 
utrum divinus liber vite Christus 
dominus in forma humane infirmi- 
tatis sit in seculi fine singulis ho- 


Nunc restat tractare quartum de quo 
iuxta materiam quarti libri cuius lec- 
ture pro nunc insisto talem movere 
volo?4 questionem: utrum divina lux 
in forma humane infirmitatis in qua 
mundum lumine sue divinitatis il- 


minibus appariturus omnesque tam 
bonos quam malos districto suo iu- 
dicio iudicaturus. 


lustravit, sit in fine seculi omnibus 
hominibus apparitura omnesque tam 
bonos quam malos iudicatura? 


The most important change in the wording, the replacement of the 
“divine light? by “Christ the book of life" is due to the different theme 
Pirchenwart had chosen,” and hence this same replacement reappears 
throughout the principium as is evidenced, for example, by the wording 
of the respective first conclusions: 


?! Klosterneuburg 41, fol. 346rb; München, Clm 8455, ff. 458va. 
??  Góttweig 261, f. 6vb (see below, p. 404). 

?3 Klosterneuburg 315, f. 263r (see below, p. 397). 

TI volo] add. i.l. 

%5 See above, p. 321. 
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PIRCHENWART, Princ. I, q. princ, CONRAD, Princ. IV, q. princ., a. 1, 
a. 1, c. 196 e, 177 


Quamvis divini libri scilicet Christi Quamvis divine lucis ortum in fine se- 
Domini adventum in fine seculorum culi sint multa signa precessura, om- 
sint multa signa precessura, omnibus nibus tamen viatoribus ignotum est 
tamen viatoribus tempus huius ad- tempus huius ortus. 

ventus penitus est ignotum 


Besides this kind of semantic adjustments, there is only one paragraph 
in this whole quaestio principalis on book IV where Pirchenwart departs 
from Conrad, and that is where Pirchenwart adds a citation taken from 
Thomas Aquinas.® Only when starting the articulus collativus in which 
he had to dispute with Johannes de Gmunden, Pirchenwart intervened 
again in his own words, but until there, and again in the final arguments, 
he followed Conrad line by line, skipping none of his exceptionally many 
conclusions, and provided thus another example of textual dependency 
so typical for Vienna Sentences commentaries. 


3. Concluding remarks 


In the light of these testimonies, what is it that Vienna masters were 
asked to do when giving their principial questions? What was the goal of 
having someone simply repeat what others had done? Was it anything 
more than simply fulfilling an obligation? It is this picture of mere 
adherence to a standard protocol that arises from Klosterneuburg 315 
and Conrad's principium. It is true that Contrad at least made his 
own compilation of a text; but although being alone in reading the 
Sentences, he was not allowed just to give his principial sermon and the 
necessary protestationes. This same picture is confirmed by Pirchenwart 
who, it is true, devised his own question and later on disputed with his 
socius Johannes de Gmunden, but who, in order to provide the required 
main question of his principium on book IV, simply recycled Conrad's 
almost line by line. Both in the case of Conrad and of Pirchenwart, 
the principium seems thus to have been reduced to a procedure that 
had to be followed only because it was this procedure that had to be 


?6 ` Góttweig 261, f. 7ra (see below, p. 404). 

97 Klosterneuburg 315, f. 263v (see below, p. 404). 

?8  Góttweig 261, ff. 8vb-9ra, cf. THOMAS AQUINAS, Scriptum IV, d. 48, q. 1, a. 2, 
ad 2, ed. Vivés, vol. 11, Paris 1874, p. 439. 


Disputing without socii 


followed, so that, in Vienna, principial lectures would have been a proof 
of formalistic, rather than of intellectual, maturity. 

The challenging fact for any historian of the intellectual climate of 
the early fifteenth century is, however, that the situation was compa- 
rable at other universities. Although sententiarii elsewhere may not 
have always relied verbatim on existing texts as they did in Vienna, 
they remained conceptually dependent on previous writings, whether 
they discussed beatific vision, sacramental efficacy, real distinction ver- 
sus formal distinction, or future contingents.?? After two hundred years 
of standardized scholastic debate, it looks like there was not much to 
add anymore in order to prove magisterial competence. In this regard, 
the principia seem thus to confirm the general picture of an uninspired, 
derivative fifteenth century. 

In order to withdraw from that picture, it should be noted that prin- 
cipia with their quite narrow structure and possibilities are not the place 
where fifteenth-century thought showed its strength and benefit. As far 
as we know, over the centuries, the university statutes were as unequiv- 
ocal as conservative about how a principium had to be like. Hence, 
not only this was an over-exploited genre, but rather an almost atavis- 
tic formalism devised for a time long gone, conceived for a time where 
academic debates were restricted to an esoteric circle of two handfuls of 
ultra-specialized clerics. In the fifteenth century, with its explosion of 
student numbers and, as a consequence, the export of academic debate 
into wider social circles, the goal of university learning was not so much 
the breeding of brilliant minds — if ever this was a goal of medieval edu- 
cation —, but the raising of people who knew how to handle responsibly 
the Christian tradition. And from that perspective, what Conrad and 
others did in Vienna makes sense. Whether we look at Conrad and his 
compilation of a formally adequate principial question, or at Pirchen- 
wart and his integration of that text into the broader context of his first 
principium, principial questions from Vienna appear as the very place to 
proof that someone knew to handle the tradition, that, even if he relied 
in his lecture on components of a standard text, he was not slavishly 
depending on it, but knew to compile his own questions, and knew to 


?9 Besides the Parisian principia of William of Vaurouillon (see above, n. 26) and 


Gilles Charlier (as discussed in ZAHND, “Der Dank an die Meister"), see also 
the principia of Lambertus de Monte, sententiarius at Paris in 1423, that are 
going to be edited in the present series by S. NEGRI, M. MELIADO, J. WITT, and 
U. ZAHND. 

100 See ZAHND, Wirksame Zeichen?, pp. 106-118. 
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extend them, when appropriate, with complements from the great texts 
of the golden age of scholasticism. In this broader context of the early 
fifteenth century with its particular educational goals, a principial ques- 
tion such as the one conserved in Klosterneuburg 315, could even count 


as proof of magisterial competence. II) 


10! For a joint edition of Conrad’s and Peter's Principia, see below, pp. 379-445. 


Peter of Pirchenwart’s Textual 
Workshop from his Principium 


IV (1417)* 


Matteo Esu 
(LabEx Hastec/IRHT, Paris) 


Despite its historical usefulness, the literary genre of university Acta 
is not among the most exciting; yet it can surprise the reader. The 
following incident, recorded in the Acta of the Faculty of Theology of 
Vienna under the year 1424, tells of a verbal altercation between two 
masters. Here, it will be our gateway to the figure of the theologian 
Peter Reicher of Pirchenwart (d. 1436): 


Item in eadem congregacione concordati sunt magister Petrus de 
Pulka et magister Petrus de Pirichwart [sic] per magistrum Nico- 
laum de Dienkelspuhel, magistrum Theodoricum de Hamelburg, 
et decanum, in quos dicti magistri simpliciter et de plano com- 
promiserunt super certis offensis et iniuriis verbalibus quas quili- 
bet eorum sibi a reliquo in quibusdam congregacionibus facultatis 
pretendebat esse exhibitas. Super quibus prefati compositores 
coram facultate pronuncia<veru>nt ut quilibet dictorum magi- 
strorum alterum, sub certa verborum forma in scriptis cuilibet 
assignata, pro indulgentia humiliter petere deberet, quod et fe- 
cerunt in presencia facultatis. Quare prefati arbitratores finaliter 
omnem accionem iniuriarum quam inter se occasione predictorum 
pretendebant se habere omnimode abstulerunt, eisdem silencium 
super illis perpetuum imponentes.! 


Access to the manuscripts of this paper was possible via ERC Debate Project 
n? 771589. I would like to thank Monica Brinzei and Chris Schabel for their 
helpful advice on a previous version of the paper. 

! Die Akten der Theologischen Fakultät der Universität Wien (1396-1508), ed. 
P. UIBLEIN, vol. 1, Wien 1978 (henceforth cited as ATF), p. 56. On the same 
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Therefore, after the quarrel between Pirchenwart and his former master 
Pulkau, whose colleague he had by now become, the Faculty of Theology 
had to mobilize (through their mutual friend Nicholas of Dinkelsbühl, as 
well as Theodoric of Hammelburg and Bartholomew of Ebrach, dean at 
the time) to pacify them, requiring the two not to rekindle the quarrel in 
the future (imponere silentium perpetuum). The Acta do not tell us the 
content of the insults (offensae et iniuriae verbales) exchanged during 
some meetings of the Faculty, but they certainly paint a vivid and lively 
picture of some moments of the daily life of these masters. 
Approaching the Faculty of Theology of Vienna,? the scholar will be 
initially impressed by the stature of Nicholas of Dinkelsbühl, mainly 
for the monumental number of manuscripts of his Lectura Mellicensis 
disseminated all over German-speaking lands.? Writing about this aca- 
demic center, however, William Courtenay has warned us about the 
need to distinguish success based on manuscript diffusion from the im- 
portance of an author during his life and within the cultural environment 


episode, see D. GIRGENSOHN, Peter von Pulkau und die Wiedereinführung des 
Laienkelches (Veróffentlichungen des Max-Planck-Instituts für Geschichte, 12), 
Göttingen 1964, pp. 80-81. 

On its cultural milieu see M. SHANK, “Unless You Believe, You Shall Not Un- 
derstand”. Logic, University, amd Society in Late Medieval Vienna, Princeton 
1988, pp. 3-56; M. SHANK, “University and Church in Late Medieval Vienna: 
Modi Dicendi et Operandi, 1388-1421," in Philosophy and Learning. Universi- 
ties in the Middle Ages, ed. M.J.F.M. HOENEN, J. SCHNEIDER, G. WIELAND 
(Education and Society in the Middle Ages and Renaissance, 6), Leiden 1995, 
pp. 43-59. 

For a recent biography on Nicholas of Dinkelsbühl, see M. Esu, “Pedagogical 
Practices at the University in Vienna: New Textual Evidence on Nicholas de 
Dinkelsbühl's Theological Training,” in The Rise of an Academic Elite: Deans, 
Masters, and Scribes at the University of Vienna before 1400, ed. M. BRÎNZEI 
(Studia Sententiarum, 6), Turnhout 2022, pp. 401-434 (here pp. 405-411). On 
Nicholas’ Lectura Mellicensis, its influence and new mss. list, see M. BRÍNZEI, 
C. SCHABEL, “The Past, Present, and Future of Late Medieval Theology: The 
Commentary on the Sentences by Nicholas of Dinkelsbühl, Vienna, ca. 1400," 
in Medieval Commentaries on the Sentences of Peter Lombard, ed. W.P. ROSE- 
MANN, vol. 3, Leiden-Boston 2015, pp. 174-266; M. BRÎNZEI, C. SCHABEL, “Ni- 
cholas of Dinkelsbühl and the University of Vienna on the Eve of the Reforma- 
tion," in What is New in the New Universities? Learning in Central Europe in 
the Late Middle Ages (1840-1500), ed. E. JUNG, Warsaw 2018, pp. 360-364; 
M. BRiNzEI, “La Lectura Mellicensis de Nicholas de Dinkelsbühl dans le sil- 
lage de l'esprit réformateur de Jean Gerson,” in Nicholas of Dinkelsbühl and the 
Sentences at Vienna in the Early Fifteenth Century, ed. M. BRÎNZEI (Studia 
Sententiarum 1), Turnhout 2015, pp. 317-383. 


Peter of Pirchenwart's Textual Workshop 


in which he worked.^ He thus concluded that *masters such as Peter 
of Pulkau and Peter of Pirchenwart [...] were as important as Dinkels- 
bühl in the life of the Vienna faculty of theology"? But the fame of 
Pirchenwart extended beyond his premature death by plague in 1436, 
and his major contribution to the field of theology was a commentary 
on book IV of the Sentences (Quaestiones in IV Sententiarum) that 
was as comprehensive and up-to-date as possible. A deluxe copy of it 
was found on the shelves of the new-born Vatican Library, founded in 
1447 by Pope Nicholas V (1447-55): now ms. Vat. lat. 1120, whose 
terminus ante quem of acquisition is 1455.’ Its presence in the Vatican 
Library is particularly interesting, because it allows us to imagine that 
the future humanist pope, Tommaso Parentuccelli, well educated and 
learned in theology, may have encountered the text during his several 
diplomatic missions in Central Europe, and that, alongside the classic 
commentaries of the so-called ‘golden age’ of Scholasticism, he collected 
Pirchenwart's set of Questions for his library for its completeness and 
in-depth analysis of various subjects. 

What emerges is the figure of a theologian to rediscover: well known 
in the academic milieu of Vienna and influential in the history of Eu- 
ropean theology in the fifteenth century, Pirchenwart surely deserves 
greater attention. In what follows I will try to bring together all of the 


W.J. COURTENAY, “From Dinkelsbühl's Questiones Communes to the Vienna 
Group Commentary. The Vienna ‘School,’ 1415-1425," in Nicholas of Dinkels- 
bühl and the Sentences at Vienna in the Early Fifteenth Century, ed. BRÎNZEI, 
pp. 268-315, here p. 277. 

COURTENAY, “From Dinkelsbühl's Questiones Communes to the Vienna Group,” 
p. 296. 

U. ZAHND, “Plagiats individualisés et stratégies de singularisation. L'évolution 
du Livre IV du commentaire commun des Sentences de Vienne," in Nicholas 
of Dinkelsbühl and the Sentences at Vienna in the Early Fifteenth Century, ed. 
BRÎNZEI (Studia Sententiarum, 1), Turnhout 2015, pp. 85-163, here pp. 126-128; 
W.J. COURTENAY, Adam Wodeham. An Introduction to his Life and Writings, 
Leiden 1978, p. 151; M. BRÎNZEI, I. CURUT, “From Author to Authority: The 
Legacy of James of Eltville in Vienna," in The Cistercian James of Eltville 
(7 1393): Author in Paris and Authority in Vienna, ed. M. BRINZEI, C. SCHABEL 
(Studia Sententiarum, 3), Turnhout 2018, pp. 419—448, here p. 423. 

M. BrinZEI, “Stanislaus of Znojmo and the Arrival of Wyclifs Remanence The- 
ory at the University of Vienna," in Wycliffism and Hussitism: Contexts, Meth- 
ods, Impact, Responses, ed. K. GuosH, P. SOUKUP, Turnhout 2021, pp. 245-274. 
On the life of Tommaso Parentuccelli, see G. CAPPELLI, L'Umanesimo Italiano 
da Petrarca a Valla, Roma 2010, p. 170, and C. VASOLI, Profilo di un Papa 
Umanista, in C. VASOLI, Studi sulla cultura del Rinascimento (Biblioteca di 
Studi Moderni, 5), Manduria 1968, pp. 69-121. 
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biographical information available about him and his activity inside and 
outside the university. Further, I will discuss comprehensively his first 
Principium Sententiarum of 1417, in order to see how his text reflects 
practices of the university. This will also be an opportunity to highlight 
some of the ‘editorial strategies’ implemented during the composition 
of a ritualistic text required by the statutes of the Faculty of T'heology, 
constructed by putting together other texts from heterogeneous sources, 
really pointing toward a “new genre of scholasticism." 


1. Pirchenwart’s Biography 


Petrus Reicher de Pirchenwart? was born in the Austrian village now 
known as Bad Pirawarth, 30 kilometers northeast of Vienna. No source 
reports his precise year of birth, but on the basis of his later career 
we can assume that it was before 1388.? 'The primary sources that are 
useful for reconstructing Pirchenwart's life are naturally the Acta of the 
Faculties of Arts! and Theology!! of the University of Vienna, dates 
found in manuscripts that include some of his sermons, administrative 
documents of the parish church of which he became pastor, and records 
of other ecclesiastical possessions in Austria. We can also consult the 
Speculum Academicum Viennense published by J.J. Locher in 1773,? 


His last name is found in medieval documents under different spellings; to 
cite only occurrences in ATF, one finds Pirchwart, Pirchenwart, Pirichiwart, 
Pirenhwart, Pirchenbart, Pirhenbart, Pirihenbart, Pirchenwarth, Pirchenwardt, 
Pirchewart, Pirichenbart, Pyrwart, Pirchwat and also Birchtwart! In the manu- 
script containing AFA IT we find the records of his decanate, written in his own 
hand: “Secuntur acta in decanatu magistri Petri Reichher [sic] de Pirchenwart.” 
Here I follow the spelling ‘Pirchenwart’. 

The earliest age to be licensed in the Faculty of Arts was around one’s 20 
birthday; Pirchenwart obtained his licentia in 1408, meaning that he was born 
in or before 1388. 

10 AFA I, AFA II. The University of Vienna also edited a list of many records 
contained in the Liber Actuum Facultatis Artium, II as “Wiener Artistenregis- 
ter" 1416 bis 1447: Acta Facultatis Artium II (UAW Cod. Ph 7). Personen- 
Nennungen im Zusammenhang mit Prüfung, Graduierung und Verteilung der 
Vorlesungsthemen (1416 bis 1447). Nr. 8233 bis 9262, ed. T. MAISEL, 
I. MATSCHINEGG, A. BRACHER, Wien 2007. 

See above, n. 1. 

J.J. LOCHER, Speculum Academicum Viennense, seu Magistratus Antiquissimae 
et celeberrimae Universitatis Viennensis, a primo ejusdem ad nostra tempora 
chronologice, historice, et lemmatice exhibitus; Vienna 1773 (henceforth Specu- 
lum Academicum), pp. 9-10, 63, 141. 
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the prosopographical studies of J. Aschbach (1865),? the pages dedi- 
cated to him by I.F. Keiblinger (1860),!4 and finally the online records 
in the Repertorium Academicum Germanicum.'° 

Pirchenwart's name appears for the first time in April 1401 in the 
matriculation register under the rectorate of Nicholas of Matzen, as a 
member of the Austrian Nation. JD Then in the Acta Facultatis Artium he 
is recorded as baccalarius examinatus in 1404.17 After being licensed in 
arts in 1408,!? he gave lectures on grammar, logic, metaphysics, and nat- 
ural philosophy until 1420: Donatus’ Latin grammar (1408),!° Aristo- 
tle's Physica (1408, 1413), De anima (1409), De caelo et mundo (1410), 
Analytica priora (1411), Metaphysica (1414), and the Tractatus (Sum- 
mulae logicales) of Peter of Spain (1412, 1419 and 1420).20 As far as I 
know, no text of these lectures has survived,?! probably meaning that 
he was not interested in pursuing their publication. In the year 1417 
Pirchenwart served as dean of the Faculty of Arts,?? and some years be- 
fore he had already taken up various administrative roles related to the 


J. ASCHBACH, Geschichte der Wiener Universitat im ersten Jahrhunderte ihres 

Bestehens, Wien 1865, 823, pp. 443-445. 

I.F. KEIBLINGER, Geschichte des Benedictiner-Stiftes Melk in Niederösterreich, 

seiner Besitzungen und Umgebungen, Wien 1851-1869, vol. 2/1, pp. 394-396. 

1? “Peter de Pirichenbart" (n. 2147105320), in Repertorium Academicum 
Germanicum  (https://resource.database.rag-online.org/ngRH8C274Qp06gnNl 
QqgcPdM, checked on 9 December 2022). 

16 Die Matrikel der Universität Wien. Im Auftrag des Akademischen Senats her- 
ausgegeben vom Archiv der Universität Wien (Publikationen des Instituts für 
Osterreichische Geschichtsforschung, 6: Quellen zur Geschichte der Universitat 
Wien, 1: Abteilung), vol. 1: 1377-1450, ed. F. GALL, Graz-Kóln 1956, pp. 39-40. 
On Nations in Vienna University, see P. KIBRE, The Nations in the Mediaeval 
Universities, Cambridge 1948, pp. 172-176. 

17 AFA I, p. 225. 

15  AFA I, p. 285. 

19 AFA I, p. 295. 

20 Physica: AFA I, p. 292, 401; De anima: AFA I, p. 325; De caelo et mundo: 

AFA I, p. 338; Analytica priora: AFA I, p. 365; Methaphysica: AFA I, p. 430; 

Summulae logicales: AFA I, p. 381; AFA II, f. 32r (n. 3795); AFA II, f. 38r 

(n. 3907). Some of this information is omitted, some erroneous, in the list given 

by ASCHBACH, Geschichte der Wiener Universitat, p. 443. 

His name does not occur in C. LOHR, Latin Aristotle Commentaries, vol. 1/2: 

Medieval Authors: M-Z, Firenze 2010. 

7? AFA II, f. 6v: “Secuntur acta in decanatu magistri Petri Reichher [sic] de 

Pirchenwart, electi in die beati Tyburcij [anno domini add. sed del.] anno domini 

1417? 
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Austrian Nation: ezaminator (1410, 1412 and 1414)? and consiliarius 
(or procurator, 1413). 

Around 1415 Pirchenwart was admitted to the prestigious Collegium 
Ducale founded in 1384 by Duke Albert III. This building, in addi- 
tion to offering the Magna Stuba Collegii (a meeting room for solemn 
assemblies, examinations, disputations, inceptiones etc.), housed some 
selected masters of the Faculties of Arts and Theology, who received a 
salary and, after leaving the college, had a priority access to eight of 
the canonries in the church of St. Stephen.? We do not have the exact 
record of Pirchenwart’s admission, but we can circumscribe its date on 
the basis of the following evidence. 

The inside cover of ms. Wien, ONB, 1493 (a copy of the Postillae in 
Pentateuchum by Nicholas of Lyra) contains a list of the ten members 
of the college — including Pirchenwart — who purchased the book, 
donating it to the college library itself.2° This inscription does not give 
the date of the donation, but we can deduce that its terminus post quem 
was November 1414, because in that month Jacob Berwart of Villingen, 


23 AFA I, p. 351, 374, 423. On the term examinator, see O. WEIJERS, Terminologie 
des universités au XIII* siécle (Lessico Intellettuale Europeo, 39), Roma 1987, 
pp. 200-205, and M. TEEUWEN, The Vocabulary of Intellectual Life in the Middle 
Ages (Études sur le Vocabulaire Intellectuel du Moyen Age, 10), Turnhout 2003, 
pp. 268-271. 

AFA I, p. 405. About the term consiliarus (procurator), see WEIJERS, Termi- 
nologie des universités, pp. 392-394, and TEEWEN, The Vocabulary of Intellectual 
Life, pp. 113-115. 

235 K. UBL, “La Fondation du Collège Ducal en 1384 et l'Essor de l'Université de 
Vienne au Début du XV? siècle,” in Die Universitären Kollegien im Europa 
des Mittelalters und der Renaissance / Les Colléges Universitaires en Europe 
au Moyen Age et à la Renaissance, ed. A. SOHN, J. VERGER (Interkulturelle 
Perspektiven auf Geschichte, Politik und Religion, 2), pp. 175-184, here p. 176; 
K. MÜHLBERGER, “Die Gemeinde der Lehrer und Schüler — Alma Mater Rudol- 
phina,” in Wien. Geschichte einer Stadt, Band 1: Von den Anfängen bis zur ers- 
ten Türkenbelagerung (1529), ed. P. CSENDES, F. OPPL, Wien-Cologne-Weimar 
2001, pp. 319-410, here p. 334. 

Cited also in the catalogue of M. DENIS, Codices Manuscripti Theologici Bib- 
liothecae Palatinae Vindobonensis Latini aliarmuque Occidentis Linguarum, Vi- 
enna 1799-1802, vol. IL.1, coll. 177-178: “Hunc librum Magister Lampertus 
de Gelria et Petrus de Pulka theologie professores, ac Magistri Johannes de 
'Jamms, Jacobus Werhard, Theodoricus de Hammelburck, Nycolaus de Góte- 
sprün, Henricus de Hasellach [sic], Johannes de Gmunden, Johannes Róchl et 
Petrus de Pirichenwart pro tunc collegiati Collegij Ducalis emerunt et pro li- 
braria eiusdem Collegij sponte donaverunt tali condicione This and the others 
informations in this paragraph are cited also by UBL, *La fondation du collége 
ducal,” pp. 179-180. 
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who appears in the list the donors, was elected as a member of the 
college. We know this piece of information, thanks to a record that 
also gives us some information about the tensions between nations at 
the University of Vienna. As told in the Acta of the Faculty of Arts, 
1414 the Swabian Jacob of Villingen entered the Collegium Ducale; but 
the Austrian Nation believed that the college should give priority to 
an Austrian master, while Jacob came from the western territories of 
the Habsburgs; hence a dispute arose over the national composition of 
the college.2” Duke Albert V finally chose the following: the election 
remains valid, but the next two vacant seats would have to be assigned 
to masters belonging to the Austrian Nation, including Pirchenwart.?5 
The terminus ante quem is 1416, because in that year, two masters 
included in the donors’ list were promoted in the collegiate church of St 
Stephen, thus leaving the Collegium Ducale (more precisely, Theodorich 
of Hammelburg was installatus as canonicus on 18 February, while John 
of Thann on 1 September). Given this information, we can deduce 
that Pirchenwart entered the College between the end of 1414 and the 
start of 1416. 

By the time of his entry into the Collegium Ducale as a master of Arts, 
Pirchenwart had been studying theology for several years; his teaching 
career in the Faculty of Theology started in the fall of 1415 when he 


27 See AFA I, p. 434: “(1414 November 4) [...] Etiam pro tunc petivit consilium et 
auxilium universitatis, quomodo defenderentur privilegia domus, ymo plus uni- 
versitatis, de modo eligendi aliquem magistrum ad domum collegii, et signanter 
petivit quod universitatis informaret domum an deberet vel posset subire arbi- 
trium domini principis de electione facta de persona magistri Iacobi Berwarti, 
que maxime displicuit nationi Austrie"; AFA I, p. 435: (1414 November 11) [...] 
quod universitas esset lesa in hoc, quod nacio Austrie habuisset recursum im- 
mediate ad principem tamquam ad iudicem secularem et non ad universitatem 
in facto domus collegii ducalis et nacionis Austrie ex parte electionis facte de 
magistro lacobo Berwart.” This contention lasted from the end of 1414 until 
1416, also because the other Nations found unjust the Duke's choice made in 
favour of the Austrian nation. The Acta of the Faculty of Arts tell in details of 
those back and forth: see AFA I, p. 434-437, 441, 460—461, 457, 460, 464—467. 
The matter is summarized in ASCHBACH, Geschichte der Wiener Universitat, 
p. 443; KINK, Geschichte der kaiserlichen Universität, vol. 1/2, pp. 34-35; KEIB- 
LINGER, Geschichte des Benedictiner—Stiftes Melk, p. 395, n. 1; UBL, “La fon- 
dation du collége ducal,” p. 180; H. GOHLER, Das Wiener Kollegiat-, Nachmals 
Domkapitel zu Sankt Stephan in Wien 1365-1554. Dissertation von Hermann 
Gohler (T) Mai 1932, Hg. von J. SEIDL, A. ENDE und J. WEISSENSTEINER, 
Wien-Kóln- Weimar 2015, pp. 264, 274. 

UBL, “La Fondation du collége ducal,” pp. 179 and 184, n. 32; GOHLER, Das 
Wiener Kollegiatkapitel, pp. 250, 253. 
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began lecturing on the Bible. During his period as cursor, the biblical 
bachelor had to teach two classes, one on a book of the Old Testament 
and the other on a book of the New Testament.% Pirchenwart first 
lectured on the Gospel of Matthew alongside his future socius John of 
Gmunden, who read Exodus, both under master Petrus de Pulkau (ca. 
1370-1425).?! The ‘choice’ of Pulkau as master was probably dictated 
by their common origin, and therefore their belonging to the same Aus- 
trian Nation.?? The text of Pirchenwart’s Matthew commentary survives 
in five witnesses.?? The lecture on the Bible was preceded by the per- 
formance (reading) of the Principium biblicum in front of an audience 
composed of masters and students of the Viennese University; its text 
survives in only one manuscript.*4 After the cycle of lectures on the 
Gospel of Matthew (started in the October of 1415 and continued in the 
next year), in 1416 he read concisely the book of Baruch, which survives 
in two manuscripts. Those lectures were also preceded by his second 


Principium biblicum extant in one witness.?? 


39 COURTENAY, “From Dinkelsbühl's Questiones Communes to the Vienna Group,” 


pp. 271-272. 
31 ATF, p. 96: “Anno domini 1415, penultima die mensis Augusti feria 6° ante 
Egidii [...] Eodem die et in eadem congregacione super hoc facta, admissi sunt 


ad legendum cursus ad ipsorum supplicacionem magistri Iohannes de Gmundia 
et Petrus Pyrwart, et primo assignatus est Exodus, secundo ewangelium Matthei, 
et cum predictis sunt domino cancellario presentati. Et uterque illorum elegit 
magistrum Petrum de Pulka pro magistro" Even if he was admitted to read 
during a Faculty meeting held in August, he should have started only when the 
fall semester began, in October. 

COURTENAY, “From Dinkelsbühl's Questiones Communes to the Vienna Group,” 
p. 275. About Pulkau, a fundamental figure of the Faculty of Theology of Vienna, 
who was also its representative at the Councile of Constance, see GIRGENSON, 
Peter von Pulkau. 

F. STEGMULLER, Repertorium Biblicum Medii Aevii, vol. I-XI, Madrid 
1950-1970 (hencefort cited as RB), nn. 6796, 6797. Of these, only ms. Wien, 
ÖNB, 4596 contains all the twenty-eight chapters of the full commentary (but 
not its Principium). 

It is ms. Wien, ÖNB, 4665, ff. 1-24; see Tabulae codicum manu scriptorum 
praeter graecos et orientales in Bibliotheca palatina Vindobonensi asservatorum, 
Wien 1869 (henceforth cited as BWM), vol. III, p. 340; on his Principium bib- 
licum, see below, pp. 355 

'The Acta of the Faculty of Theology do not specify this information, but con- 
sidering that the first record of Pirchenwart lecturing on the Bible is for the 
fall of 1415, and that on the same occasion Peter of Pulkau was assigned as 
his master, we must infer that the cycle of lessons on the Gospel of Matthew 
was Pirchenwart’s first lecture on the Bible, and that he lectured on Baruch 
after that. We find confirmation of this in his Principium biblicum on Baruch 
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In 1417, as baccalarius sententiarus, Pirchenwart was assigned to be- 
gin his lectures in the next Fall on book IV of the Sentences.% During 
the opening ceremony of the Faculty of Theology he read his first Princi- 
pium Sententiarum, which is the object of the present chapter. The role 
was typically assigned for two years; therefore, he concluded his cycle of 
lessons in the spring of 1419. According to the Viennese Statutes, the 
bachelor had to wait a minimum of three years before being licensed in 
theology, even if most of the bachelors waited more years, due to scarce 
finances (as with the other university rituals, the candidate had some 
expenses for the title and the organization of banquets) or — as hypoth- 
esized by W. Courtenay — the “reluctance of regent masters to expand 
their number?" The bachelor often dedicated this time to the redaction 
and publishing of his own version of the commentary.?? Almost all of 
the surviving manuscripts of Pirchenwart's Sentences commentary only 
contain book IV, meaning that he was mainly interested in sacramental 
and eschatological theology (with particular attention given to social and 
ethical issues, at the intersection of the public and the private spheres: 
baptism; marriage, kinship and sexuality; penitence, confession and pas- 
toral deontology).?? 


(ms. Wien, ONB, 4683, ff. 288r-291v) in two occasions: “Divino auxilio suf- 
fragante, pro secundo meo cursu lecturus [librum add. sed del. mal Baruch 
[...]” (f. 288r), and “Quantum ad secundum «principale», habeo librum mei 
cursus secundi inchoare [...]" (f. 291v). Of his Lectura super Baruch survive two 
witnesses: Wien, ONB, 4683 (ff. 291v-312r, autograph) and Melk, Stiftsbiblio- 
thek, 47 (ff. 227r-243r, with attribution in the colophon: “Explicit lectura super 
Baruch magistri Petri Pirchwart"); see RB, n. 6795. The conciseness of this cy- 
cle of lessons can be deduced from the number of folios in the two witnesses: 22 
folios for the first ms., 16 folios for the second one. In ms. ONB, 4683, the very 
first part of the lectura — regarding Jerome's Prologue on the same book — is 
comprised in the second Principium biblicum as one of its sections (secundum 
principale), while the other copy of his Lectura super Baruch starts directly with 
Jerome's Prologue and Pirchenwart's commentary. 

ATF, p. 99: “Anno Domini 1417mo, in die sancte Anne facta congregacione 
facultatis magister Petrus Pirwart petivit admitti et presentari ad legendum 
Sentencias, qui admissus est secundum statuta et presentatus.” See ASCHBACH, 
Geschichte der Wiener Universitat, p. 444, and LOCHER, Speculum Academicum, 
pp. 9-10. 

COURTENAY, “From Dinkelsbühl's Questiones Communes to the Vienna Group,” 
p. 282. 

COURTENAY, “From Dinkelsbühl's Questiones Communes to the Vienna Group," 
pp. 281-282. 

See F. STEGMÜLLER, Repertorium Commentariorum in Sententias Petri Lom- 
bardi, Wurzburg 1947, n.° 686-688; A. PELZER, Bibliotecae Apostolicae Vati- 
canae codices manu scripti recensiti. Codices Vaticani Latini 679-1134, Roma 
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On 14 March 1422 he was presented to the chancellor of the university 
for the license (pro licencia in theologia examinandus), along with the 
Dominican Henry of Cologne. The Acta of the Faculty of Theology do 
not record the date of his official inceptio as magister theologiae, but it 
had to happen within the same year, because some months later (under 
the record of 15 August 1422) he paid two florins ez parte aulae suae 
(most probably referring to his quaestio de aula, the last of the three 
ritual academic moments composing the ceremony of inception). Given 
that the on the same occasion Henry of Cologne also paid two florins ex 
parte aulae suae, we can safely infer that the two incepted at the same 
time. 40 

In the following year, the Acta of the Faculty of Theology record a 
note that allows us to know better the internal power plays between 
the Faculties of Arts and Theology and the Collegium Ducale. Accord- 
ing to what K. Ubl summarizes, the statutes of the college allowed this 


1931, p. 744; ZAHND, “Plagiats Individalisés," p. 129 note 164; BRINZEI-CURUT, 
“From Author to Authority,” 423, n. 14. For the tituli quaestionum, see the 
table in COURTENAY, “From Dinkelsbühl's Questiones Communes to the Vi- 
enna Group," pp. 304-312. Here I update the list of known manuscripts con- 
taining the Questiones in IV Sententiarum of Petrus de Pirchenwart (for a to- 
tal of thirteen witnesses, of which twelve are complete): Gottweig, Klosterbib- 
liothek 261 (272), ff. 16ra-372vb; Klosterneuburg, Augustiner-Chorherrenstift, 
340, ff. 1ra-287; Città del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 
1119, ff. 1-418vb; Vat. lat., 1120, ff. lra-225va; Vat. lat., 1121, ff. 1r-75v, 
(only qq. 1-10); München, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, Clm 3768, ff. 1r-310v; 
Clm 5592, ff. 1r-273v; Clm 18338, ff. 1r-385v; Wien, Dominikanerbibliothek 
43; Graz, Universitátsbibliothek, 671, ff. 1-358; Innsbruck, Universitátsbiblio- 
thek, 431, ff. 1r-425r; Krakow, Biblioteka Jagiellofiska 1733 (olim AA.V.25), 
ff. 1r-381r; St. Paul im Lavanttal, Benediktinerstift, 28-5-7, foliation unknown. 
A fourteenth ms., Erlangen, Universitätsbibliothek, 517, ff. 1-186 is ascribed 
to Pirchenwart by Stegmüller, but it seems to contain a different or abridged 
version of his text; incipit and explicit are really similar. The critical edition 
of Pirchenwart's Questiones in IV Sententiarum is in progress: see my ongo- 
ing PhD thesis: Individual and Society in Late Medieval Theology. Study and 
Critical Edition of the ‘Questiones in IV Sententiarum! of Peter of Pirchenwart 
(d. 1436)., LabEx Hastec — École Pratique des Hautes Etudes (Paris). 

40 ATF, pp. 44-46: “(1422 Marz 14) Nota: sabato ante dominicam Oculi admissi 
sunt magister Petrus de Pirchwart et dominus Heinricus de Colonia ad presenta- 
cionem pro licencia in theologia"; ATF, p. 102: “Nota: sabato ante Oculi admissi 
fuerunt et post tercia die presentati sunt domino cancellario pro licencia in the- 
ologia examinandi magister Petrus de Pirchewart et frater Heinricus de Colonia, 
pro tunc prior conventus fratrum Predicatorum"; ATF, p. 102: “Item magister 
Petrus de Pirchenwart dedit 2 flor. ex parte aule sue. Item magister Heinricus 
de Colonia dedit?" See ASCHBACH, Geschichte der Wiener Universität, p. 444. 
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institution to house two theologians and twelve artists; of these twelve, 
only one could become a bachelor and teach at the Faculty of Theology. 
This regulation ensured that the Faculty of Arts had a sufficient num- 
ber of teachers, but it was seldom observed, because the members of 
the Faculty of Arts had a greater interest in continuing their academic 
careers in the higher faculties; the tendency was obviously to the disad- 
vantage of the Faculty of Arts, which on two occasions required official 
measures. This career trajectory benefited the members of the college, 
however, and the number of artists who could teach in a higher faculty 
(theology, medicine, or law) was increased from two to four in 1405, and 
from four to six in 1416 — this second time by Duke Albert V himself.*! 
In 1423 two doctors of theology (Christian von Kóniggrátz and Pirchen- 
wart) were deprived of their salaries because, although they were still 
members of the Collegium Ducale, they had refused to teach in Arts; 
moreover, they had already become doctores theologiae but had not left 
the college facilities (as required by its statutes) because they had not 
yet obtained an alternative means of livelihood. The two appealed to the 
ducal court, and Albert V decided in their favor: they could keep their 
benefits in the college (hospitality, stipend) until they found a perma- 
nent prebend; however, they were obliged to attend examinations and 
meetings of the Faculty of Arts. We can now fully understand what is 
recorded in the Acta of the Faculty of Theology: 


Presentem concordiam facultatum theologie et arcium approbavit 
illustrissimus princeps dominus Albertus quintus anno etc. 1423 
[...]. Item cum aliquis stipendiatus in artibus promotus fuerit 
ad doctoratum in theologia, quod suum stipendium vacet, ex- 
ceptis duobus magistris, scilicet Cristanno de Grecz «et» Petro 
de Pirichwart, qui cum stipendio, quod nunc occupant, possunt 
manere usque promovebuntur ad alios status pro nunc suis stati- 
bus repugnantes.?? 


^! For the reconstruction offered in this paragraph, see also UBL, ^La fondation du 


collége ducale," p. 180. 

AFT, pp. 52-54. The record goes on with more details: “Item, quod dicti 
duo magistri [...] gaudeant omnibus privilegiis et prerogativis quoad canonias 
ad Sanctum Stephanum et alias [...]. Item, predicti duo magistri sint sup- 
portati de omnibus laboribus et oneribus in artibus et in collegio eorum gradui 
non congruentibus, nisi forte propter continuacionem disputacionum collegii feris 
sextis [...]. Item ordinamus, quod dictis duobus magistri in theologia ipsorum 
stipendia, que hucusque fuerunt arrestata, dearrestentur et ipsis sine diminu- 
cione plenarie asignentur, et cesset omnis accio facultatis arcium coram rectore 
attemptata.” 
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Pirchenwart continued living in the Collegium Ducale up to 1427, when 
he obtained the post of canon in the church of St Stephen (which did 
not become a cathedral until 1469).4# A year later, in 1428, Pirchenwart 
and his colleague Thomas Ebendorfer of Hasselbach accepted to manage 
(superintendere) St Nicholas College, the home of theology students.^ 
That same year the university sent them to negotiate with Johan II 
von Spanberg,? dominus abbas of the Abbey of Heiligenkreuz (Sancta 
Crux, one of the most important Cistercian monasteries in Austria) on 
building enlargement and fiscal issues.46 

Pirchenwart held many other administrative positions at the Univer- 
sity of Vienna: he was dean of the Faculty of Theology for three pe- 
riods,*” in the academic years 1426-27 (I and II semester)^?, 1429-30 


^5  KEIBLINGER, Geschichte des Benedictiner-Stiftes Melk, pp. 394-396; ASCHBACH, 


Geschichte der Wiener Universität, p. 443; see also ATF, p. 448 n. 369 (to 
pp. 53-54); AFA I, p. 558; GOHLER, Das Wiener Kollegiatkapitel, p. 274. 
^ ATF, p. 62: “(1428 Juni 25) In crastino sancti Iohannis baptiste facta fuit con- 
gregacio ad deliberandum super quibusdam concernentibus facultatem. Et ex 
consensu facultatis fuit magister Petrus Pirchwart deputatus ad superintenden- 
dum structure in domo Sancti Nycolai, et idem magister cum magistro Thomas 
de Haselphac ad capiendum racionem a provisorie predicte domus de quadam 
pecunia eidem concessa; et uterque deputacionem voluntarie suscepit.” 
F. WATZL, Die Cistercienser von Heiligenkreuz in Chronologischer Reihenfolge 
nach den Quellen Dargestellt, Graz 1898, pp. 36-37. 
ATF, pp. 63-64: “Item 3us articulus fuit ad tractandum cum domino abbate de 
Sancta Cruce ex parte domus ad Sanctum Nicolaum, pro quo sunt deputati magi- 
ster Nicolaus et magister Petrus de Pirhenwart, qui et obtulerunt unum modum 
ad providendum domui in structuris, scilicet quod singulis annis ad minus semel 
in anno domus conspiceretur per decanum facultatis pro tempore et provisorem 
dicti collegii et quod census levarentur per eundem, de scitu scilicet, voluntate et 
consensu decani, et construeret consequenter eciam de eodem domum secundum 
consilium decani; sed dominus abbas dixit se velle de hoc deliberare?" See also 
ATF, p. 455 n. 422 to pp. 63-64. 
The roles of Dean lasted a semester, apart from exceptions: see ATF, p. 58: 
^L..] resignavi decanatum ad manus facultatis iuxta tenorem unius statuti 
de hoc mencionem facientis, quod decanus scilicet per medietatem anni debet 
remanere |....].” 
^5 For the first semester of the academic year 1426/1427, ATF, p. 56: *Anno Domini 
1426°, 21? die Aprilis, electus est in decanum facultatis theologie magister Petrus 
Reicher de Pirhenwart”; and ATF, p. 105: “In decanatu magistri Petri Reicher de 
Pirhenwart anno Domini 1426? promoti sunt in facultate theologia subsequentes 
et prout infra scribitur solventes. For the second semester of the same academic 
year, ATF, p. 58: “Item 20* die Octobris anno Domini 1426 ego magister Petrus 
de Pirhenwart resignavi decanatum ad manus facultatis iuxta tenorem unius 
statuti de hoc mencionem facientis, quod decanus scilicet per medietatem anni 
debet remanere, sed facultas tunc ex certis causis reelegit me, dictum magistrum 


46 
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(II semester)? and 1432-33 (I semester)??, and rector of the University 
two times, in the academic years 1424-25 (II semester)?! and 1431-32 
(II semester).?? 

As a teacher, he had to supervise academic exercises in the role of 
regent master. At least four manuscripts record several disputationes 
in aula conducted under him in the years from 1426 to 1430;?? as 
A.E. Lukàcs has stated, they “allow us to document further Peter of 
Pirchenwart’s activity as Regent Master presiding at disputations.”°* 
Formed bachelors who responded under him were John Gmunden, John 
Himmel, Thomas Ebendorfer, Narcissus Herz, Friedrich Wagner of Nur- 
berg John Geuss, Paul of Giengen, Michael Czinger of Hungary, Nicholas 


Petrum, in decanum, et hec fuit materia primi articuli tunc tractati? See also 
ASCHBACH, p. 444, and LOCHER, Speculum Academicum, p. 63. 
49 ATF, p. 65: “(1424 Oktober 15) Anno Domini 1429°, 16? die Octobris, electus 
est in decanum facultatis theologie magister Petrus de Pirhenwart”; ATF, p. 106: 
“In decanatu magistri Petri de Pirhen(wart) anno Domini 1429? promoti sunt 
subsequentes." See ASCHBACH, Geschichte der Wiener Universitat, p. 444, and 
LOCHER, Speculum Academicum, p. 63. 
50 ATF, p. 70: “(1432 April 14) Anno Domini 1432? in die Tyburcii et Valeriani 
electus est in decanum facultatis theologie magister Petrus de Pirhenwart, qui 
a precedenti decano recepit 4 florenos"; “(1432 April 14) Anno Domini 1432? in 
decanum facultatis theologie magister Petrus de Pirchenwart [...]"; and ATF, 
p. 108: “3us decanatus magistri Petri de Pirhenwart de anno Domini 1432°,” 
confirmed by the note by the following dean, Henri of Colonia in ATF, p. 109: 
“Anno domini 1433 [. ..] in commodo venerabilis viri magistri Petri de Pirchwart 
arcium et sacre theologie professoris, recepi decanatum facultatis theologie. [...] 
in precedenti decanatu magistri Petri"; ATF, p. 108: “Item eodem anno feria 
3a ante festum sancti Benedicti magister Bertholdus Texelem, postquam fuit 
ordinatus in acolitum, fuit per magistrum Petrum de Pirchwat pro tunc rectorem 
[...] et fuit admissus pro baccalario ab eodem.” See AscHBACH, Geschichte der 
Wiener Universität, p. 444 and LOCHER, Speculum Academicum, p. 63. 
LOCHER, Speculum Academicum, p. 9, and AscHBACH, Geschichte der Wiener 
Universitat, p. 444; no mention in ATF. 
52 ATF, p. 68: “(1431 Oktober 13) Anno domini 1431 in die sancti Colomanni 
martyris post electionem novi rectoris reverendi magistri Petri Pirchwart;" ATF, 
p. 69: *(1431 Oktober 21) Item anno domini 1431 in die sanctarum XI milium 
virginum post habitam congregacionem universitatis per dominum rectorem ma- 
gistrum Petrum Pirhchwart sacre theologie doctorem [...]" See also AscHBACH, 
Geschichte der Wiener Universität, p. 444. 
W.J. COURTENAY, “Theological Disputations at Vienna in the Early Fifteenth 
Century. Harvard, ms. lat. 162,” Bulletin de philosophie médiévale 53 (2011), 
pp. 385-401 (esp. pp. 387-388,); E.A. LUKACS, “Some Further Theological Dis- 
putations at Vienna in the Fifteenth Century," Bulletin de philosophie médiévale 
58 (2016), pp. 325-353 (esp. pp. 325-327, 331, 335, 340-341). 
LuKAcs, “Some Further Theological Disputations," p. 327. 
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of Graz and Stephen of Egenburg.?? He is also mentioned several times 
as witness with regard to cash deposits in the treasury of the faculty.56 

Still on Viennese academic practices of the Faculty of Theology, the 
acts record various sermons that survive in different manuscripts, mostly 
miscellanies;? an excerpt of Pirchenwart’s Sermo de Eucharistia circu- 
lated separately under the name Determinatio contra Hussitas.°® In 
1433 he composed and read the funeral oration ( Collatio in exequiis) in 
honor of his friend and colleague Nicholas of Dinkelsbühl.?? 

Following the path of his former master Petrus de Pulkau (who played 
a major role in the dispute over the Hussite heresy in the first decades 
of the fifteenth century, notably participating in the composition of the 
well-diffused treatise Contra articulos Hussitarum),9? Pirchenwart also 


COURTENAY, "Theological Disputations," pp. 391-398; COURTENAY, “From 
Dinkelsbühl's Questiones Communes to the Vienna Group," pp. 282, 300-303; 
LUKÀCS, “Some Further Theological Disputations," passim. 

See for instance ATF, p. 62: “Item eosdem florenos posui ad archam facultatis in 
die sancti Udalrici presentibus magistro Petro de Pirchenwart, magistro Henrico 
de Colonia et magistro Thoma de Haselpach.” 

Among the manuscripts that transmit his sermons, ms. Wien, ONB, 4654 is 
certainly one of the most interesting, since it consists of a single sermonary that 
collects his sermons given from 1420 to 1436, and seems to be almost entirely 
autograph. 

As far as I know, at least five mss. contain the short treatise entitled De- 
terminatio contra Hussitas: Eichstätt, Universitätsbibliothek, cod. St. 274, 
ff. 188r-189v; Erfurt, Archiv und Bibliothek des evangelischen Ministeriums 5, 
ff. 315r-316v; Erlangen, Universitátsbibliothek, 562, ff. 104r-105v; Graz, Univer- 
sitátsbibliothek, 676, ff. 74v-75v; Klosterneuburg, Augustiner-Chorherrenstift, 
305, ff. 220rb-225vb (while another nine mss. contain a sermon by Pirchenwart 
rubricated in catalogues as Sermo de Eucharistia, and seven mss. a sermon by 
Pirchenwart rubricated as Sermo de Corpore Christi). 

59 The Collatio is transmitted by (at least) four manuscripts: Wien, ONB, 3746, 
ff. 154r-155v; Wien, ONB, 4904, ff. 262b-265b; Graz, Universitátsbibliothek, 
1093, ff. 216v-221v and St. Paul, Stiftsbibliothek 81/4, ff. 129v-131v. K. Binder 
dedicated a section of his anthology of medieval Viennese theologians to the edi- 
tion and study of the text, but without taking into account the fourth manu- 
script: see K. BINDER, *Eine Anthologie aus Schriften mittelalterlicher Wiener 
Theologen,” pp. 244-251. The exact date on which the sermon was delivered 
is discussed by Binder, who argues for 1433 (and not for 1434, as reported by 
one of the manuscripts and by ASCHBACH, Geschichte der Wiener Universitat, 
p. 444). 

PETRUS DE PULKA, BARTHOLOMEUS DE ÉBRACO, IACOBUS DE CLAVARO, Trac- 
tatus contra articulos Hussitarum, ed. C. TRAXLER (Corpus Christianorum, 
Continuatio Mediaevalis, 305), Turnhout 2020. On the cultural and theological 
context of the Hussite heresy in Vienna, see the recent studies of C. TRAXLER, 
Firmiter velitis resistere. Die Auseinandersetzung der Wiener Universitat mit 
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engaged with the Hussites. In this regard, the acts of the Faculty of 
Theology record an episode (December 1431) that attests again to the 
importance of the University of Vienna in its social and political context. 
In sum, a representative of the secular and temporal powers went to the 
Faculty of Theology to discuss the eradication of quidam hereticus in 
Ungaria; he was given letters to deliver to both powers in Hungary 
about the subject:?! 


Anno domini 1431 in vigilia sancte Lucie virginis et martyris, 
habita congregacione facultatis theologie in commodo domini rec- 
toris magistri Petri de Pirchewart, quodam seculari petenti consil- 
ium super exstirpacione cuiusdam heretici in Ungaria fuit data 
littera ex parte facultatis ad dominum secularem de Warebre, 
dominum in Ungaria, et alia littera ad episcopum Strigoniensem 
vel Coloviencensem, et formas litterarum tam in latino quam in 
wlgari porrexit magister Thomas de Hasselbach.9? 
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dem Hussitismus vom Konstanzer Konzil (1414-1418) bis zum Beginn des 
Basler Konzils (1431--1449) (Schriften des Archivs der Universität Wien, 27), 
Vienna 2019; O. MARIN, La patience ou le zéle. Les francais devant le hussitisme 
(années 1400 — années 1510), Paris 2020; O. MARIN, La réforme commence à 
Prague. Histoire des Hussites (X V°-XX° siècle), Paris 2021; A Companion to 
the Hussites, ed. M. VAN DUSSEN, P. SOUKUP (Brill's Companions to the Chris- 
tian Tradition, 90), Leiden 2020; Wycliffism and Hussitism: Contexts, Methods, 
Impact, Responses, ed. K. GHOSH, P. SOUKUP, Turnhout 2021. 

According to Uiblein, the dominus secularis de Warebre mentioned in the acts 
could be the prefect responsible for the county, while the episcopus was probably 
Gyórgy Pálóczi, archibishop of Esztergom-Budapest, or John of Buondelmon- 
tibus, archbishop of Kalocsa-Bàcs: ATF, p. 456, n. 467 to pp. 69-70; see also 
G. HILL, *Buondelmonti Giovanni," in Dizionario Biografico degli Italiani, Roma 
1972, vol. 15, p. 72. 

ATF, pp. 69-70. Thomas Ebendorfer of Hasselbach was certainly not chosen by 
chance: among the Viennese theologians of the third generation, he was one of 
the most prolific and active figures against the Hussite heresy; on a diplomatic 
level, he participated in the first phase of the Council of Basel (1432-34) and 
was involved in negotiations with the Hussites in Prague (1433); on an academic 
level, he criticized the Hussite doctrines in the Prohemium of his commentary 
on the first book of the Sentences; moreover we find fundamental references to 
them in two of his historical writings; the Diarium sive Tractatus cum Boemis 
(which tells of the negotiations between 1433 and 1436) and the Tractatus de 
Schismatibus. Still, in 1431 (date of the visit of the delegation and maybe of the 
final composition of the Determinatio) Pirchenwart was older than Ebendorfer 
and more advanced in his academic career, because Ebendorfer incepted only in 
1428. Therefore, at the time of the visit of the delegation, Pirchenwart had been 
master for nine years (since 1422), as opposed to the three years of ‘experience’ of 
Ebendorfer. On the latter, see ASCHBACH, Geschichte der Wiener Universitat, 
pp. 493-525; CouRTENAY, “From Dinkelsbühl's Questiones Communes to the 
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Besides the aforementioned Determinatio contra Hussitas, we can see 
Pirchenwart’s anti-heretical efforts in (at least) other two texts: the 
pseudo-treatise De religione militari contra Hussitas,$ and many ser- 
mons read in the pulpits in Vienna that address directly the Hussites, 
their actions and doctrines; he was in fact appointed as preacher of the 
crusade in Vienna (praedicator crucis).94 

Above I introduced the figure of Petrus de Pirchenwart through a cu- 
rious event: a verbal fight with his former master Pulkau, with whom 
“he did not get along very well "DD The acts of the Faculty of Theology 
pass on two more records of situations involving intense emotions: on 9 
November 1433, Urban of Melk®® and John Geess D! recently licensed, 
went to Pirchenwart with specific requests, complaining about the de- 
lay of the official ceremony of inception (recipere insignia doctoralia); 
John Geuss also maintained that two statutes of the faculty contradicted 
themselves. In reply, Pirchenwart directly accused him of interpreting 
official statutes to his advantage (“et sic voluit interpretari statuta nos- 
tre facultatis, ut magister Petrus dixit sibi in faciem") and Geuss, irato 
animo, ran out of his office.®* 


Vienna Group,” p. 300. On the biography, theological and political activity of 
Thomas Ebendorfer of Hasselbach, see I. CURUT, “The Sentences Commentary 
of Thomas Ebendorfer: Manuscripts and Question Lists," Archives d'histoire 
doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen Age 88 (2021), pp. 65-111. 

This is the title that we find in both catalogues: DENIS, Codices Manuscripti 
Theologici, vol. II.1, col. 289; BWM, vol. III, p. 251. For the latest study on this 
text, see my forthcoming contribution: “Calling for a New Crusade: University 
'Theology and Religious Violence in the unedited pseudo-treatise De Religione 
Militari contra Hussitas of Petrus de Pirchenwart" (provisory title). 

9^  *Audistis [...] a me et ab aliis predicatoribus crucis", in ms. ONB, 4654, 
f. 87r On Pirchenwart’s anti-Hussite activities, see M. Esu, “Strategies of Social 
Persuasion Against Hussitism. The Case of Peter of Pirchenwart in Vienna”, 
Religious Studies and Theology 42, Special Issue (forthcoming). 

See above, p. 331. ASCHBACH Geschichte de Wiener Universitat, p. 444, also 
reports that Pirchenwart “did not get along” with his colleague. 

See ASCHBACH, pp. 445-446; and COURTENAY, "Theological Disputations," 
p. 397; COURTENAY, “From Dinkelsbühl's Questiones Communes to the Vienna 
Group," p. 301. 

See ASCHBACH, Geschichte der Wiener Universitat, 452-453; COURTENAY, “The- 
ological Disputations," p. 395; COURTENAY, “From Dinkelsbühl's Questiones 
Communes to the Vienna Group,” p. 301. 

ATF, pp. 111-112: “Item anno Domini 1433, feria secunda ante festum sancti 
Martini episcopi et confessoris, congretatis in commodo magistri Petri de 
Pirchwart duobus licentiatis in theologia, scilicet magistro Urbano de Medlico et 
magistro Iohanne Gews, magister Urbanus licentiatus petivit a facultate tempus 
sibi certum assignari, infra quod tempus, si non reciperet insignia doctoralia, 
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The same year, on 17 November, the Acta record that, after lunch 
(facto prandio), there was a meeting between some masters (Pirchen- 
wart, Stephan of Egenburg®? — rector at the time — and others) in 
which they voted by qualified majority that Pirchenwart, on behalf of 
the Faculty of Theology, would take legal action in the name of the fac- 
ulty against a certain Peter Naboch. Naboch was a doctor in canon 
law (magister Petrus Naboch doctor decretorum) and, according to the 
acts of the Faculty, he had insulted Pirchenwart during a meeting with 
the Rector himself (in consistorio rectoris). Naboch blamed Pirchen- 
wart — dean at the time — of having denounced him (Naboch) in 
an unjust and unrighteous way to the Faculty of Theology: “Talis in 
consistorio rectoris dixit, quod magister Petrus Pirchwart [sic] perverse, 
inique et minus iuste ipsum detulerit facultati theologie" What is cer- 
tain is that Pirchenwart and the faculty disagreed with Naboch's point 
of view and felt insulted, at least strongly enough to file an official suit. 
Unfortunately, the Acta do not tell how this story ended. 

Parallel to his university activity, starting (at least) from 1432, Pirchen- 
wart became parish priest of the church of St Margaret in Dräskirchen 
(now Traiskirchen, near Vienna); in the documents relating to a con- 
tract for the exchange of two possessions with the monastery of Melk, 
there is mention of a Magister Petrus de Pirchenwart, sacrae paginae 


quod magister lohannes Gews licentiatus reciperet insignia et locum magistri 
Urbani optineret; tempus autem sibi datum a facultate est a die licencie usque 
ad annum, videlicet usque ad sextam feriam ante festum Symonis et Iude. Magi- 
ster lohannes voluit unum statutum facultatis de ordine doctorum receptorum in 
facultate tenere, quinymo dixit, quod vel statute duo, uno de tempore assignando 
et aliud de ordine doctorum recipiendorum sibi contradicant, quia ut allegavit 
magister Iohannes Gews, si alter ipsum precedens, scilicet magister Urbanus, non 
expediret se, si ipse tam diu debet expectare, quod non sit scriptum statutum, 
et sic voluit interpretari statuta nostre facultatis, ut magister Petrus dixit sibi 
in faciem, et sic magister Iohannes Gews irato animo exivit stubellam magistri 
Petri de Pirchwart.” 

See COURTENAY, “From Dinkelsbühl's Questiones Communes to the Vienna 
Group,” p. 302. 

ATF, pp. 113-114: “Item anno Domini 1433, feria 3a infra octavas sancti Mar- 
tini episcopi et confessoris, congregati fuerunt facto prandio in commodo magistri 
Petri de Pirchwart, rector universitatis magister Stephanus de Eygenburga, ma- 
gister Narcissus, magister Urbanus, magister Iohannes Gews, magister Iodocus, 
magister Iohannes Saxo et magister Nicolaus de Gretz, et concesserunt pro maiori 
parte, excepto rectore, quod magister Petrus de Pirchwart nomine facultatis the- 
ologie ageret contra magistrum Petrum Naboc doctorem decretorum, quia talis 
in consistorio rectoris dixit, quod magister Petrus Pirchwart perverse, inique et 
minus iuste ipsum detulerit facultati theologie." 
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professor. In the same year he was selected as arbiter (along with 


Duke Albert V himself) in a legal dispute between the canons regular of 
Tirnstein (now Dürnstein) and the Poor Clares’ convent of St Clare.” 
When the diocesan synod of Passau decided to reform the Augustinian 
convent of St Dorothy in Vienna, he was chosen — together with the 
provost George of Klosterneuburg — for the role of inspector (visitator) 
in 1435.7? This seems to reflect his adherence to the ideals of Church re- 
form, represented at that time by figures such as Jean Gerson, Nicholas 
of Dinkelsbühl and Nicholas of Clamanges. 

Pirchenwart's name occurs for the last time in the Acta of the Faculty 
of Theology on 14 March 1436 as having been assigned the sermon for 
Pentecost.’ He died in summer of that same year (before the 15 August) 
due to the plague.” This last information comes from a note that 
was found in a manuscript (Wien, ONB, 4497, f. 266r), rubricated in 
the catalogue as Nota de peste Viennae a. 1436 grassante qua lecturae 
interruptae fuerint et quidam doctores et professores morte perierint; ? 
here, it records the following: 


Attamen invalescente pestilentia anno predicto videlicet «14736, 
quod de certo die sepeliuntur 70 funera ante sumpcionis b. Virgine, 
tunc Wyenne constituto pluribusque nobilibus suppositis univer- 
sitatis protunc et paulo ante defunctis videlicet professore sacre 
pagine magister Petro Pirchenbart in collegio ducali [duci MGH] 
examinatore regente et lectore in theologia.”” 


Tl KEBLINGER, Geschichte des Benedictiner-Stiftes Melk, pp. 394-396; GOHLER, 
Das Wiener Kollegiatkapitel, pp. 274-275. 

7 KEBLINGER, Geschichte des Benedictiner-Stiftes Melk, pp. 394—396. 

73 Ms. Klosterneuburg, Augustiner-Chorherrenstift, 952, ff. 123r-126v; see KEIB- 

LINGER, Geschichte des Benedictiner-Stiftes Melk, pp. 394-396; H. PFEIFFER, 

B. ČERNÍK, Catalogus codicum manu scriptorum, qui in bibliotheca Canonico- 

rum Regularium s. Augustini Claustroneoburgi asservantur, [manuscript, un- 

dated, early 20°" c.], vol. 5, pp. 457-458; GOHLER, Das Wiener Kollegiatkapitel, 

pp. 274-275. 

ATF, p. 76: “Item anno etc. 36, prima Marcii [...] ibidem magister Petrus de 

Pirichenbart recepit sermonem de festo pentecostes"; Here I correct ASCHBACH, 

p. 445, that indicates instead the year 1434. 

On the plague in Vienna, see B. VELIMIROVIC, H. VELIMIROVIC, “Plague in Vi- 

enna,” Reviews of Infectious Diseases, 11/5 (1989), pp. 808-826; M. BRÎNZEI, 

“A Student’s Notes on the Plague in Codex Wien, Osterreichische Nationalbib- 

liothek, 4497,” Chora 20 (2022), pp. 371-381. 

76 See ASCHBACH, Geschichte der Wiener Universität, §23, p. 444, n. 2; BWM, 

vol. III, p. 287. 

Monumenta Germanica Historica — Antiquitates — Necrologia Germaniae, 

vol. V: Diocesis Pataviensis, pars altera (Austria inferior), ed. A.F. FUCHS, 
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Assuming that he was born between 1385 and 1388," he probably died 
in his late fourties or early fifties. 

His textual production can be subdivided by literary genres and it 
almost entirely covers theological subjects: Principia (two on the Bible 
and one on the Sentences), sets of questions on the Sentences of Peter 
Lombard (as seen, the most important and widespread are the Quaes- 
tiones in IV Sententiarum, but we know also of a manuscript containing 
his own autograph notes for the lectures on books II and III);” ex- 
tended commentaries and quaestiones on biblical books, mainly on the 
New Testament: Gospels of Matthew and John, and Pauline letters?? 
(before his death, Dinkelsbühl was writing a commentary on the Letter 
to the Ephesians; Pirchenwart continued from where it had been inter- 
rupted, completing it),?! of which the longest is probably his Lectura 
super Ewangelium Iohannis, which reaches around 2500 pages of tran- 
scription; homiletical and theological sermons, and many anti-heretical 
sermons. 


2. The Surviving Principium Sententiarum, of 
Pirchenwart 


As is known, the statutes of the University of Vienna prescribed a general 
structure for the theological principia.®? In his chapter in this volume, 
Zahnd suggests a precise and useful scheme to describe textual compo- 
nents of the totality of the four principia that, at least in theory, each 
bachelor sententiarius was expected to present and discuss during two 
academic years, one book each semester.5? For its part, each principium, 
prefacing a single book of the Sentences, was required to follow an inner 
structure. The general structure of a principium Sententiarum was the 


p. 301; new transcription in BRÎNZEI, “A Student's Notes on the Plague,” 
pp. 375-376. 

See supra, p. 334. 

79 Tt is the autograph ms. Wien, ONB, 4892. 

50 See RB, n. 6794-6817. 

81 On the phenomenon of ‘passing the baton’ in Viennese Biblical commentaries, see 
W.J. COURTENAY, “The Bible in Medieval Universities,” in The New Cambridge 
History of the Bible. From 600 to 1450, vol. 2, ed. R. MARDSEN, B.A. MATTER, 
Cambridge 2012, pp. 555-578, here pp. 576-557. 

See supra, ZAHND, “Disputing without Socii. The Principium on Book IV of 
Conrad of Rothenburg, Vienna 1408/09,” p. 321. 

COURTENAY, “From Dinkelsbühl's Questiones Communes to the Vienna Group,” 
pp. 277-278. 
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following: the bachelor had to i) chose a biblical verse as thema biblicum 
and comment on it, initially without any relation to Peter Lombard's 
text, usually the same thema employed in his biblical principia. Then 
he employed the same verse to ii) approach all four Sentences books 
(global question), proving his hermeneutical skills and fitting in the var- 
ious subjects raised by the Lombard. Now he could turn to the specific 
book of the Sentences discussed during the semester, with an iii) intro- 
ductory sermo and iv) one or more quaestiones organized according to 
the scholastic manner. These questions have three parts: 1) the titulum 
questionis, where the question is formulated, and responses sic et non 
aregiven; 2) the protestatio, a rethorical acknowledgement of his fallibil- 
ity and a declaration of submission to the ecclesiastical magisterium's 
authority; 3) the decisio questionis, where the question is divided into 
subquestions, followed by the response in a series of articles (articuli re- 
sponsivi). The last article of the decisio is the articulus collativus aimed 
at engaging and criticizing some philosophical and theological positions 
defended by one or more socii, i.e. equal, junior or senior bachelors of 
the Sentences.*4 

Luckily, the surviving principium read by Pirchenwart found in Aus- 
trian manuscript Gottweig, Klosterbibliothek 261 (272), ff. Ira-14vb 
contains all the prescribed features, and it can serve as a typical example 
of a Viennese principium. The fact that his first Principium addresses 
book IV of Sentences should not surprise us, since the order in which 
the bachelor commented the Sentences was subject to various factors, 
including the instructional needs of the Faculty of Theology (to cover all 
four books during each semester, together with the other bachelors).5? 
'The text opens with a rhetorical prayer addressed to the persons of the 
Trinity, so that they sustain the lector in the hard task of comment- 
ing on the Sentences and conveying its theological knowledge. Here 
Pirchenwart sketches the content of his principium: 


Primo quidem divinam sapientiam omni laude dignam sacrissimam 
scilicet Scripturam brevi collatione recommendare, specialiter ta- 
men quatuor librorum Sententiarum scientiam et sapientiam, atque 
specialius scientiam quarti libri Sententiarum, cuius lectioni in- 
sistam. Secundo quippe, protestatione laudabili non minus digna 
sicut necessaria premissa, habebo unius questionis principalis circa 
materias principales quatuor librorum Sententiarum movende 
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See supra, ZAHND, “Disputing without Socii" p. 321. 
COURTENAY, “From Dinkelsbühl's Questiones Communes to the Vienna Group,” 
pp. 271—219. 
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unum articulum dividere. [...] Tertio, universis et singulis pa- 
tribus, magistris ac dominis scolas illas theoloycas, in persona 
mea exili, hodie honoraturis debitas habebo referre gratiarum ac- 
tiones.°° 


In the first article, primum principale Pirchenwart introduces the thema, 
namely the biblical verse that is going to serve as architrave of the whole 
Principium’s text: the first words of the Gospel of Matthew, Liber gen- 
erationis Ihesu Christi (modelled on Gn. 5:1, Hic est liber generationis 
Adam). The author does not hide that he repeats the thema from his 
previous biblical Principia, the first of which prefaced his lectures on 
the same gospel: “Quantum ad primum premissorum, resumo thema 
precedentium meorum principiorum "57 

The first principale — as it is called in the manuscript — is a chain of 
biblical verses and patristic quotes (mostly from Augustine, Peter Lom- 
bard and the Glossa Ordinaria, but also from Isidore of Seville, Jerome, 
Eusebius of Caesarea, Gregory the Great, Richard and Hugh of Saint 
Victor) on the chosen biblical verse. Paragraphs 9-19 are devoted to the 
exposition of the various meanings of the concept of liber generationis: 
first of all, it is in the Bible as text, where each believer can pursue and 
find salvation; but it is also the person of Jesus Christ himself, the Word 
incarnate, who through his sacrifice redeems original sin. In paragraph 
20, Pirchenwart introduces for the first time the meaning that is later 
going to be the subject of much of his Principium: the liber generationis 
is also the liber vitae, a metaphorical book that contains all the names of 
the chosen and the damned, along with their merits and sins, that will 
be read during the Last Judgement. Furthermore, he puts forward the 
idea that this liber generationis is the theological sciences, a system of 
knowledge masterfully organized by Peter Lombard. If we consider that 
the biblical verse had to be applied to all of the four books of the Sen- 
tences, it is easy to understand why Pirchenwart chose this last meaning. 
In fact, immediately afterwards (823) the author explains the first four 
words of the Gospel of Matthew such that each word serves as a key to 
a book of the Sentences. Thus, liber states all the divine Trinity that 
contains notitiae and similitudines of each entity (book I); generatio in- 
dicates the creation of the world and the creatures (book II; he employs 


56 PETRUS DE PIRCHENWART, Principium in IV, 85-7; in M. Esu, U. ZAHND, “A 


Joint Edition of Conrad of Rothemburg's and Peter of Pirchenwart's Principia 
on Book IV of the Sentences," in this volume pp. 379-445. 

PETRUS DE PIRCHENWART, Principium in IV, $88. See below for a comparison 
with his Principia biblica. 
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the term generatio to stay close to biblical littera, instead of the more 
theologically orthodox creatio); Ihesus points out the original human 
sin, the historical incarnation of Christ and his redeeming power (book 
III); lastly Christus shows the instruments of salvation (sacraments) and 
the Last Judgement led by the Son (book IV). 

In this section, the figure of Peter Lombard is implicitly compared 
to the inspired authors of the Bible and of authoritative patristic texts. 
Given the importance and difficulty of the task of composing the 
Sentences as a comprehensive summa of Christian philosophy and theol- 
ogy, Pirchenwart refers to Lombard as “totius Ecclesie doctor [...] quia 
veritatem fidei et altissima libri vite infallibilis misteria, prout Spiritus 
Sanctus dabat eloqui, illi nobis aperuit et manifestavit,"55 a bastion and 
stronghold against all heresies and doctrinal deviations: 


Quem quidem librum scientie scilicet sanctissime, magistrorum 
nostrorum insignissimus venerabilis ille magister Petrus Lombardus 
Parisiensis episcopus, in quatuor libris Sententiarum ex testimoniis 
veritatis in eternum fundatis, a sanctisque doctoribus elucidatis ac 
elaboratis, Magister — compatiens ignorantie — suis laboribus su- 
dorosis succinctius colligendo et perstringendo compegit et nobis 
communicavit. Ut, et in eisdem libris discendo ac legendo Dei 
archana, non cuilibet viatori patefacta pariter, et eius potentiam, 
sapientiam eternam [...] circa que nonnulli periculo se deviarunt, 
quoniam plurimosque errores et piarum mentium deceptiones ser- 
vaverunt.9? 


Then a second part of the primum principale is focused on the saving 
mission of Christ and his final appearance as judge of mankind. In 
so doing, Pirchenwart paves the way for the secundum principale, the 
scholastic question on the Last Judgment and its specific procedures. 

The long text of the secundum principale can be divided into three 
parts. The first is related to all four books of the Lombard, and it 
scholastically presents four subjects (two supposita and two quaesita) 
linked to each of the books respectively. The second and briefer part 
contains the protestatio, namely the acceptance of submission to the 
Church and the statement of the bachelor’s fallibility. The third part 
then puts aside the first three themes to focus on the last quaesitum (on 
just book IV of the Sentences). 

'The general quaestio asks ^Utrum liber vite infallibilis generatio crea- 
ture rationalis sit Ihesus, redemptor humani generis, et Christus in seculi 
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PETRUS DE PIRCHENWART, Principium in IV, 822. 
PETRUS DE PIRCHENWART, Principium in IV, $10. 
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fine iudicialiter appariturus singulis.”°° This is soon separated into two 
assumptions and two further questions: it is supposed that this kind of 
liber vitae actually exists (book I), and that it performs the work of the 
creation of rational creatures (book II; again he employs the term gene- 
ratio to stay close to Mt. 1:1); he asks whether this book, mentioned in 
the Old and New Testament, is Christ the redeemer himself (book III), 
and whether the book-Christ will be the same judge that will appear in 
the Last Judgement (book IV). After having exposed some pro and con 
arguments about the aforementioned two supposita and two quaesita, at 
this point Pirchenwart affirms that he will leave the first three subjects 
to the relative discussions during his future lessons on books I-III of 
the Sentences: “Pretermissis pro presenti primo, secundo et tertio ar- 
ticulis ad libros eis correspondentes et eis reservatis, dicam nunc solum 
de quarto tangente materiam istius quarti libri Sententiarum, quem pri- 
mum librum lecturus sum, Domino concedente"?! 

'The question in the first article covers the following themes: the signs 
that will precede the end of the world (first conclusion); the knowledge of 
the precise day of the Last Judgement possessed by the three divine Per- 
sons, Christ-man, angels and the beati (second and third conclusions); 
the apparition of Jesus Christ as a judge and the possibility to see him 
with bodily or glorious eyes (fourth to ninth conclusions); the exact form 
in which Christ will appear during the Last Judgement (tenth conclu- 
sion), and lastly, whether the damned can see the glory of the chosen 
ones (eleventh conclusion). 

The second article reformulates the previous question, approaching 
it from a slightly different perspective: ^Utrum divinus liber Chris- 
tus Dominus sit in seculi fine omnes homines, tam bonos quam malos, 
suo districto iudicio iudicaturus.?? This question, after some introduc- 
tory paragraphs based on Thomas Aquinas’ Scriptum on the Sentences 
touches the following themes: the Last Judgment, the appearance in 
Christ's court of all good and evil individuals and the differences be- 
tween iudicium retributionis and iudicium discussionis (first to fourth 
conclusions); the involvement of the Trinity in the judicial act and the 
peculiar role of the second Person (fifth conclusion); the ancillary func- 
tions of the chosen ones and the good angels at the side of Christ and the 
concept of iudicium comparationis (sixth and seventh conclusions), and 
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PETRUS DE PIRCHENWART, Principium in IV, $36. 
PETRUS DE PIRCHENWART, Principium in IV, S61. 
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353 


354 


Matteo Esu 


finally, whether the Last Judgment will be issued in a mental or verbal 
form (mentaliter or verbaliter, eighth and ninth conclusions). Pirchen- 
wart seems quite interested in this last problem, given that he spends 
an elevated number of paragraphs and approximately seven columns 
(ff. 11ra-12va) discussing it. In the previous conclusions he mostly cites 
Thomas Aquinas, but in the context of those last two conclusions we 
find authors such as Peter of Tarantaise and Richard of Menneville.?? 
The text of the second article then concludes with a brief propositio 
responsiva. 

The third and last article is what Pirchenwart himself calls an artic- 
ulus collativus. As we have seen above, the bachelor sententiarius was 
required to discuss one or more claims made by another bachelor. For his 
Principium, Pirchenwart engaged his colleague John of Gmunden (who 
will later be famous as astronomer and mathematician, d. 1442),9^ with 
whom he was concurrently reading the Sentences. This article can easily 
be divided into two main parts. The first (first and second conclusions) 
attacks Gmunden’s I Principium, offering an analysis of the concepts of 
uti and frui, of their differences and relations with the human will and 
of the objects of use and fruition (God and creatures). The second part 
(third conclusion) extends to the end of Pirchenwart's Principium and 
touches the metaphysical problem of the relations between causa prima 
and causae secundae, a subject treated by Gmunden’s II Principium. 

Closing this structural section with a brief note on the various uses 
of authorities in Pirchenwart’s Principium, one can identify three dif- 
ferent patterns. In a first part, which includes the opening sermo and 
the general interpretation of the biblical verse, he only quotes passages 
from the Bible and from Patristic texts. The second part (the secundum 
principale of the first article and the whole second article) rather re- 
sembles a classic fourteenth-century Sentences commentary, and it adds 
quotes from scholastic doctors (Thomas Aquinas, Bonaventure, Richard 
of Menneville, Peter of Tarantaise). Finally, the third part, consisting 
of the third articulus collativus alone, refers only to John of Gmunden's 


93 On the use of ‘Menneville’ instead of ‘Middleton,’ see C.D. SCHABEL, “Note on 


the Vernacular Name of Richardus the Mediavilla: of ‘Menneville’, not ‘Mid- 
dleton'," in Philosophical Psychology in Late-Medieval Commentaries on Peter 
Lombard’s Sentences, ed. M. BRÎNZEI, C.D. SCHABEL (Rencontres de Philosophie 
Médiévale, 21), Turnhout 2020, pp. xix-xxii. 

On Johannes de Gmunden (Gamundia), see ASCHBACH, Geschichte der Wiener 
Universität, 829, pp. 455-467, and COURTENAY, “From Dinkelsbühl's Questiones 
Communes to the Vienna Group,” p. 299. 
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first and second Principia. Such an omission of authorities in the last 
part cannot be attributed to the originality of the theme or to the lack 
of a previous treatment by thirteenth- and fourtheenth-century theolo- 
gians: the subject was usually discussed in book I, distinction 1, and 
Pirchenwart could have cited Augustine or Lombard themselves, but 
also the university scholastics employed by the ‘Vienna Group’ com- 
mentaries on book I of the Sentences.” This limitation to Gmunden’s 
first and second Principia may therefore inform us that the academic 
tradition expected that a bachelor should refer only to the text of the 
socius, in a sort of ‘fair fight’ without allies. But more generally, this 
three-fold authoritative pattern allows us to see the practice of principia 
as a way to deal with various stages of the Christian tradition, and to 
articulate different dimensions of time: a) ‘absolute’ past (the Bible as 
verbum Dei) through the chosen biblical verse; b) remote and distant 
past, through patristic and scholastic authors, c) recent past, with the 
rehash and revision of the Vienna Group's commentaries from a previ- 
ous generation; and finally d) the present, through the dispute with the 
socius. 


3. The thema, biblicum and the previous 
Principia on the Bible 


The primum principale of the first article (ff. 1va-5rb) contains the inter- 
pretation of the thema biblicum, used both as introduction and structure 
for all four books of Sentences. As mentioned above, Pirchenwart him- 
self admits having taken the thema from his previous biblical principia 
discussed respectively in 1415 and 1416: *Quantum ad primum premis- 
sorum, resumo thema precedentium meorum principiorum,"?6 focused 
on the first verse of the Gospel of Matthew, Liber generationis Ihesu 
Christi. We have seen that both his Principia biblica survive in a sin- 
gle copy: the first Principium biblicum (on the Gospel of Matthew) in 
ms. Wien, ONB, 4665, ff. 1r-24v;?" the second one (on the Book of 
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On the so-called Vienna Group Commentary see below, p. 369. 

PETRUS DE PIRCHENWART, Principium in IV, 88. 

See above, p. 355 ff. The rest of the codex contains chapters one to eight of 
Pirchenwart's Lectura super Matthaeum (ff. 25r-298v), and the Canon Tabu- 
larum super quattuor Evangelia by Nicholas of Lyra (ff. 299r-318r). Also Petrus 
de Pulkau wrote a sermon (read during the Council of Constance) using the same 
Liber generationis Ihesu Christi as biblical theme: see GIRGENSOHN, Petrus de 
Pulkau, pp. 172-173 on ms. München, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, Clm 13421, 


355 


356 Matteo Esu 


Baruch) in ms. Wien, ONB, 4683, ff. 288r-291v.% A close reading of 
both Principia on the Bible, carried out in parallel with the reading of 
the Principium sententiarum, allow us to recognize various portions of 
text that Pirchenwart recycled in 1417. 

Starting with the first Principium biblicum on Matthew, one can no- 
tice some similarities between conventional formulas, but the main re- 
semblances can be found mostly in their content: the table below offers 
those occurrences.?? Nevertheless, the reader should pay attention to 
the order in which they are presented: in the table, I will follow the 
order of the paragraphs from Principium Sententiarum, although the 
same portions of texts carry a different order in the first Principium 


biblicum. 

Principium biblicum super Mt. Pr. super 
IV Sent. 

[7v] Habet enim liber hoc sibi proprium, quod ab hiis nominatur, EI 

que in eo pertractantur. Dicuntur enim libri logici sermocinales, 

quia ea que sunt sermonis, ordinant; et sic theologici dicuntur, quia 

que Dei sunt, considerant. 

7v] Hoc nomen liber generationis Ihesu Christi sibi vendicat, quia 89 

generacionem Ihesu Christi persequitur et pertractat, cuius signum 

est [...]. 

4r] Idcirco legens in hoc libro generacionem Ihesu Christi et eter- $10 

nam a Patre sine matre, et temporalem a matre sine Patre [...]. 

7r] Liber tamen primus Sentenciarum magistri Petri Longobardi 811 


misterium Trinitatis superbenedicte et emanacionem personarum 
divinarum ab invicem [.. .. 

9r] [...] ipsius monita, precepta ac documenta salubria adim- 815 
plendo, est enim liber monimenti, id est monens mentem cuiuslibet 

fidelis, Mal. 3, et scriptum est: est liber monimenti coram eo. 

9r| Sic hec divinalis sapiencia, suis illuminacionibus ac doctrinis 816 
saluberrimis, nos qui sumus generatio, id est creatio Christi Ihesu 
illuminando et viam veritatis instruendo, Christo Ihesu de interitu 

ad eternum gaudium regenerat, quare convenientissime liber gen- 

erationis Ihesu Christi appellatur: habet enim studiosus in hoc 

libro quid proficiat, curiosus ad quid prospiciat, et langworosus 

quid reficiat. 


ff. 346r-355r, and Wien, ONB, 4300, ff. 118-128r, on the occasion of the feast 
for the birth of Mary. 

See above, p. 356. 

I leave out simple occurrences of biblical verses untied from the context and not 
inserted in a bigger cluster; I offer the text of the Principium Sententiarum with- 
out palaeographical and philological remarks, for which I refer to the Appendix. 
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[9v] Quamobrem hunc librum in armario cordis tamquam testi- 
monium nostre premissionis diligenter recondere debemus, prout 
nobis precipit Dominus, Deut. 31, dicens tollite librum istum et 
ponite eum in latere arche federis Dominum Dei nostri, ut sit con- 
tra [correzi, circa ms.] te in testimonium. 

[13v] Hec enim divina et doctrix virtutum via est, *per quam recte 
itur ad Deum', prout dicit Ysidoris libro 3 suarum Sententiarum, 
cap. 19: et merito quia ipsa est omnium aliarium scientiarum reg- 
ulatio, et omnium questionum suo modo determinatio, dicente 
beato Gregorio in Moralibus, in hec verba: ‘Deus tale eloquium 
constituit, per quid cunctorum questionibus satisfacit; subiungit: 
‘in Scripture enim Sancte, eloquio singula nobis necessaria, si re- 
quirimus, invenimus. Et beatus Augustinus, libro II De Doctrina 
Christiana, hiis consentiens inquit: ‘cuncta sciencia que queritur 
et que de libris Gentilium collecta est, si divinarum Scripturarum 
scientie compararetur, sic se habet; nam si ibi aliquid utile est, hic 
invenimur; si noxium, hic dampnatur; et quidquid aliquis utitur al- 
ibi didicit, multo habundantius hoc inveniet et omnia hic mirabili 
altitudine discuntur. 

[11v-12r] [...] ut docet Prosper, De Vita Contemplativa, cap. 8: 
‘Homo se totum velud in speculo refulgente consideret, quid in se 
pravum deprehenditur corrigat, quid rectum teneat, quid difforme 
componat, quid pulchrum servet, quid sanum excolet, quid infir- 
mum assidua [cor add. ms.] lectione corroboret, Domini sui pre- 
cepta infatigabiliter legat, inexstimabiliter diligat, efficaciter im- 
pleat, et quid sibi cavendum, quid ne sectandum sit, ab eis firmiter 
instructus [ab eis add. sed del. ms.| agnoscat, quia omnes Sacra 
Scriptura divinitus inspirata utilis est ad docendum, ad arguendum 
et corripiendum iniustitia ut perfectus sit homo Dei ut perfectus 
sit homo Dei ad omne opus [correxi, opuns sic mal bonum, 2 
ad Thim. 3. Et concordat beatus Augustinus in Prologo super 
Psalterium, ita inquiens: ‘quod doctrina divinitus inspirata utilis 
est ad docendum hac ipsa de causa a Spirito sancto conscripta est, 
veluti ex communi quodam sanitatis fonte, omnes nobis ex hec 
remedia propris passionibus assumamus’. 

[12r] Hic enim liber oculos mentis obtenebratos disserenat, in- 
imicum destruit et Deum propter seipsum colere docet, testimo- 
nium sapiencie intellectui prestat; prout beatus Augustinus, XII 
[moris add. sed del. ms.] Confessiones in hiis verbis inquit: 
‘Domine, celos tuos opera digitorum tuorum disserena, oculis nos- 
tris et nubilum quo subtexisti eos. Ibi est testimonium tuum 
sapientia prestans parvulis, et perfice Deus meus laudem tuam 
ex ore infantium et lactantium. Neque enim novimus alios libros 
ita destruentes inimicum et defensorem resistendo reconciliationi 
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tue, defendendo peccata sua; non novi alia tam casta eloquia, que 
mihi perswaderet confessionem et linirent cervicem meam iugo tuo, 
et me invitarent te colere gratis? Hec ille. 

[12v] Quapropter hic liber merito de se dicere potest illud 
Prophete: accedite ad me et illuminamini et facies vestre non con- 
fundentur, Ps. 33. Similiter, cum sapiente illud Eccli. 24: transite 
ad me omnes qui concupiscistis me, et a generationibus mei 
adimplemini.  Generationes etenim illius libri constistunt in 
mandatorum Dei apprehensionem effectuosaque observancia, cuius 
[correxi, quius ms.] premium adicitur eternum, secundum illud 
Mt. 21: amen dico vobis, quia aufferetur a nobis regnum et 
dabitur genti facienti fructus eius et complenti mandata illius libri. 
Propter quod Eccli. ubi supra, sequitur: spiritus enim meus super 
mel dulcis, et hereditas mea super mel et favum, et qui elucidant 
me habebunt vitam eternam, quod et Apoc. 3 Iohannes innuit in 
hec verba: Qui vicerit, id est ad consilium et preceptum illius libri 
fecerit, sic vestietur vestimentis albis, et non delebo nomen eius de 
libro vite. 

[5v] [...] secundum sanctum Thomam in Scripto, III, dist. 35: 
liber vite prout in eo tam predestinati quam reprobi dicuntur 
scripti, in quantum ipsa mens divina habet similitudines et noti- 
tias quibus potest vita cuiuslibet viventis nosci perfecte, et cuius- 
libet in particulari distincte, secundum illud Ps. 138: in libro tuo 
omnis scribentur [p.c. ms.], quia igitur notitia est essentiale et 
apparatum Filio, ideo proprie filius in divinis, qui etiam est eterna 
Dei sapientia, liber vite dicitur. Est verum quod propria ratio 
libri vite est eorum qui salvabuntur, cum predestinacio sit scripcio 
in illo libro dampnandi et si videantur scripti propter gratiam et 
iustitiam ad tempus similiter collatam; agnoscuntur tamen post 
hoc deleti quando labuntur per culpam et dampnantur per pena. 
Hec Richardus super Apoc., libro I. 

[13v] In ipsis denique est quies et inquisicio finalis cunctorum sci- 
entiarum, ut testatur Alpharabius, libro De ortu [conieci, cetu sic 
ms.] et ordine scientiarum [et perfectio earum add. sed del.], qui 
recte loquens de divina sciencia sic inquit: ‘Scientia divina est finis 
scientiarum et perfecio earum, et post illam non restat alia inqui- 
sitio. Ipsa est finis ad quem tendit omnis inquisitio et in ea qui- 
escit. Quod attendens sapiens, Sap. 8 dixit: sapientia illa nichil 
esse locupletius et nichil utilius in hac vita, et subiungit causam: 
quia sobrietatem et prudentiam docet iustitiam et virtutem, quibus 
nichil est utilius hominibus in hac vita. 

[14r-v] [...] et Hugo in suo Dydascalicon inquit: ‘in Sacra Scrip- 
tura quidquid docetur, veritas est; quidquid precipitur, bonitas 
est; quidquid promittitur, felicitas est: quia Deus principaliter 
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intentus est inquisitus. In hac scientia est bonitas sine malitia, 821 
veritas sine fallacia, et felicitas sine miseria’. 


[5v] Hic quippe liber secundum beatum Augustinum, De Civitate 


832-33 


Dei, libro XX cap. 19, est vis divina qua fiet ut cuique opera sua, 
vel bona vel mala, in memoriam revocentur et mentis intuitu mira 
celeritate cernantur; et hoc vult Iohannes, Apoc. 20 dicens: libri 
aperti sunt et iudicanti sunt mortui ex hiis que scripta erant in 


librum secundum opera eorum. 


Let us now move to the relation between Pirchenwart's Principium Sen- 
tentiarum on book IV and his second Principium biblicum, which was 
on the book of Baruch. Also here the author himself underlines that he 
is using the same thema biblicum: “Quantum igitur ad primi <princi- 
palis? execucionem, resummo [sic] thema in principio meo primo habitu, 
scriptum in exordio et capite capituli primi Ewangelii Matthei, quod 
pro primo meo cursu, Deo directore, taliter ut valui legi, videlicet is- 
tud: Liber generationis Ihesu Christi?! But the two texts have fewer 
shared sections, because Pirchenwart states that he will speak more 
broadly about the thema in the future (surely referring to the Princi- 


pium Sententiarum): 


[...] idcirco apte Liber generationis Ihesu Christi appellatur; de 
quo libro ad presens plura recitare omitto: tum quia in aliis actibus, 
Dei gratia, in futurum per me fiendis de ipso latius intendo dicere; 
tum quia proposito meo presenti et principali non multum perti- 
nens; tum et tertio propter prolixitatem evitandam.!0! 


However, one can find some portions of texts that passed from the Prin- 
cipium on Matthew to the Principium on Baruch, and then to the Prin- 


cipium on Book IV: 


Principium biblicum super Mattheum 


[9r] [...] | quare convenientissime 
‘liber generationis Ihesu Christi’ ap- 
pellatur: habet enim studiosus in hoc 
libro quid proficiat, curiosus ad quid 


Principium bibicum super Baruch 


[289r] Habet enim in hoc libro studio- 
sus quid proficiat, langworosus quid 
reficiat et curiosus ad quid prospi- 
ciat, quia spiritualem anime cibum 


10 Ms, Wien, ÓNB, 4683, f. 288r, with the following remarks: igitur] in sup. l; 
thema] meum add. sed del.; principio] primi add. sed del.; scriptum] in add. sed 


del.; cursu] in marg. dx. 
101 
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Ms. Wien, ONB, 4683, f. 288v, with the following remark: in futurum] in marg. 
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prospiciat, et langworosus quid refi- 
ciat. 

[13v] Quamobrem hunc librum in ar- 
mario cordis tamquam testimonium 
nostre premissionis diligenter recon- 
dere debemus, prout nobis precipit 
Dominus, Deut. 31, dicens tollite li- 
brum istum et ponite eum in latere 
arche federis Dominum Dei nostri, ut 
sit contra contra te in testimonium. 
[11v-12r] [...] ut docet Prosper, De 
Vita Contemplativa, cap. 8: ‘Homo 
se totum velud in speculo refulgente 
consideret, [..., section comprised in 
the borrowing] ad omne opus bonum, 
2 ad Thim. 3’. 


[12r] Hic enim liber oculos mentis 
obtenebratos disserenat, [the full ci- 
tation is identical in both texts] et me 
invitarent te colere gratis.’ Hec ille. 
[12v] Quapropter hic liber merito de 
se dicere potest illud Prophete: ac- 
cedite ad me et illuminamini et fa- 
cies vestre nom confundentur, Ps. 
33. Similiter, cum sapiente illud 
Eccli. 24: transite ad me omnes 
qui concupiscistis me, et a genera- 
tionibus mei adimplemini. Genera- 
tiones etenim illius libri constistunt 
in mandatorum Dei apprehensionem 
effectuosaque observancia |... ] 


[...] et diligenter in cordis ar- 
mario recondere tamquam testimo- 
nium nostre promissionis [secundum 
illud dicitur Deut. add. sed del.] 
Deut. 31 [scriptum add. sed del.], tol- 
lite librum istum et ponite eum in lat- 
ere arche federis Domini Dei vestri, 
ut sit ibi circa te in testimonium. 


[289v] In hoc nempe sermone et li- 
bro generationis Ihesu Christu, ut 
[dicit add. sed del] docet [in marg. 
sr] Prosper, De vita contempla- 
tiva, cap. 8: ‘Homo se totum velut 
in speculo refulgente consideret [..., 
section comprised in the borrowing] 
[...] ad omne opus bonum, 2 ad 
Thim. 3’. 

[290r] Unde liber iste oculos men- 
tis obtenebratos [..., section com- 
prised in the borrowing] et invitar- 
ent me colere gratis. Hec ille. Id- 
circo ad hunc librum aures omnis 
populi erant erecte, Neh. 8. Unde 
de se dicere potest illud Ps. 33, ac- 
cedite ad me et illuminamini et fa- 
cies vestre non confundentur, et illud 
Eccli. 24: transite ad me omnes qui 
concupiscistis me et a generationibus 
meis adimplemini. Sunt autem gen- 
erationes huius libri mandatorum 
Dei sollicita et effectuosa observancia 


L. 


Given this situation of extended borrowing, can we affirm that in this 
section Pirchenwart simply copied both his previous Principia biblica, 
without additions or changes? This seems not to be the case, for three 
main reasons. First, if we pay attention to the order in which the por- 
tions of the text (citations, authorities, concepts) are extracted from 
the Principia biblica — especially the one on Matthew of 1415 — and 
included in the principium for 1417, we notice how they were subject 
to much shuffling. Just to name two examples: in the Principium Sen- 
tentiarum we find a double biblical quotation (Sir. 24:26 and Ap. 3:5) 
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and then, right after it, a passage from the Scriptum super Sententiis 
by Thomas Aquinas. The two texts are connected as follows: 


Et igitur dicitur Eccli., ubi supra: et qui elucidant me habebunt 
vitam eternam, et Apoc. 3: qui vicerit [...] et non delebo nomen 
eius de libro vite, id est ab eterna Dei sapientia, memoria et mente, 
que secundum sanctum Thomam in Scripto, I, dist. 40: dicitur 
‘liber vite’ [...|.102 


Looking at the text of the Principium biblicum on Matthew, however, 
the same portions are presented in a different order, and they are far 
away from each other: the biblical verses are on f. 12v, while Tho- 
mas’ quote is at f. 5v! Another good example is on f. 13v from the 
first Principium biblicum: speaking of the value of the Sacra Scriptura 
as knowledge, Pirchenwart lists here some authorities on the subject: 
Isidore (Sententiae), Gregory (Moralia in Job), Augustine (De doctrina 
christiana), and Al-Farabi (De ortu scientiarum). Two years later we 
find the same list in the Principium Sententiarum, but split in two: the 
first part (with the first three authors) in 817, the second one (with 
Al-Farabi only) some columns later, in 821.10? 

In other words, after a close and parallel reading of the three prin- 
cipia, we gain the impression that Pirchenwart, more than merely copy 
and paste his previous texts (as he did with the whole secundum princi- 
pale and the second article, copied mostly verbatim from the principium 
Sententiarum of Conrad of Rothenburg, as we will see in the following 
pages), actively took up and resumed his work, borrowing and inserting 
useful portions of text in a different context. After all, Pirchenwart had 
already collected an organic set of authorities and biblical verses on the 
subject, and we can think of it as his personal ‘toolbox’, to be reused at 
will: one of the tools of university production in the late Middle Ages. 

Second, considering the two texts in their entirety, we should put 
such instances of borrowing in the contex of their relative sizes: the first 
Principium biblicum on Matthew, in fact, is 24 folios long, and it is de- 
voted solely to analysing the concept of liber vitae from several points 
of view; the primum principale of the Principium Sententiarum touches 
the thema biblicum in less space, and it also incorporates many new sec- 
tions and authorities (De bono mortis by Ambrose, for instance).104 And 


102 
103 


PETRUS DE PIRCHENWART, Principium in IV, $20. 
The two texts share also the same paleographical error, writing “cetu” instead 
of the more plausible “ortu.” 


104 PETRUS DE PIRCHENWART, Principium in IV, $11. 
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even if the second Principium biblicum on Baruch is shorter — around 
five folios of compact handwriting — the three principia feature long 
sections unique to them. 

'Third, the three texts have a different approach to the same thema 
biblicum, due to the different type of academic lecture that they were 
introducing. Indeed, we should not forget that the thema biblicum, in 
the context of the Principium Sententiarum, had the task of introduc- 
ing the four books of the Sentences, both as a totality and as individual 
texts; thus, Peter Lombard appears there as a fundamental source. On 
the other hand, the first Principium biblicum of 1415 integrates more 
passages from the Old and New Testament organically linked to the sub- 
ject. At ff. 18r-21r (and earlier on f. 6r) in the Principium on Matthew, 
for example, Pirchenwart inserts a long interpretation of a passage from 
Apoc. 5:1, et vidi in dextera sedentis supra thromum, librum scriptum 
intus et foris, signatum sigillis septem, with a detailed description of the 
meaning of each seal. Those paragraphs would have been inappropriate 
in the context of the Principium Sententiarum, which is indeed more 
focused on the idea of liber vitae as theological science that covers the 
subjects treated by Lombard's four books. 


4. Case Study: a Closer Look at the secundus 
articulus 


In this volume, Ueli Zahnd unequivocably demonstrates the textual de- 
pendencies between Conrad of Rothenburg’s IV Principium discussed in 
1408/09 (ms. Klosterneuburg 315, ff. 263r-269r)!9? and a great number 
of paragraphs of Pirchenwart's Principium on book IV discussed little 
less than ten years later, in 1417 (as shown in the parallel edition). Here 
I am going to focus on the last two conclusions (eighth and ninth) of 
the second article (ff. 10vb-12va, 8130-145), which constitute a signifi- 
cant portion of the text. After having briefly highlighted its content and 
doctrinal context, I will verify its relations with Pirchenwart's Quaes- 
tiones in IV Sententiarum and other versions of the so-called Vienna 
Group Commentary where the same subject is treated. This compar- 
ison will allow us to read the principium as an ‘intermediate stage’ or 
an alternative version of distinction 49 of Pirchenwart's commentary; it 


105 See supra, ZAHND, *Disputing without Socii," p. 324 ff. 
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will also provide new evidence for recycled principia inside the corpus 
of Sentences commentaries of the Vienna Group. 

The last two conclusions from the second article concern the following 
problem: whether the Last Judgment will be issued in a mental form 
(that is, with a sort of ‘telepathic’ communication between Christ-judge 
and men's souls), or also in a verbal form (with a sound emission). The 
foundations of the subject had already been established in distinction 
47 of book IV of the Sentences, under a brief chapter (later) entitled De 
sententia iudicii, but Peter Lombard decided not to propose a definitive 
solution (“non est perspicuum id explicare”).106 

'The theme attracted some attention in many commentaries of the thir- 
teenth century, and it was discussed at greater or lesser length by the 
theologians of the period. Unlike with other subjects, however, they did 
not reach a communis opinio doctorum, and that may be the reason why 
Conrad of Rothenburg (and Pirchenwart) seem to have been interested 
in it. Thomas Aquinas, for example, admitted that “quid sit verum circa 
hanc quaestionem, definiri pro certo non potest,”107 although he then 
concluded with the more plausible assumption that the Last Judgement 
will happen mentaliter. In fact, if this were to be expressed with verbal 
and ‘physical’ words (per verba), it would take some time, and given the 
extremely high number of men to judge and individual good and bad 
actions to present, it would require an “inestimabilis magnitudo tempo- 
ris”, an “immensa temporis prolixitas?!05 The mental medium, on the 
contrary, allows the judgement to occur in a single moment. Richard of 
Menneville (and before him, Peter of Tarentaise)!’ held the opposite 


106 PETRUS LOMBARDUS, Sententiae in IV libris distinctae, IV, d. 47, c. 1, 1, ed. 


I. BRADY (Spicilegium Bonaventuranum, 4-5), 2 vols., Grottaferrata 1971—1981, 
vol. 2, p. 537: "Solet etiam quaeri: qualiter dabitur judicii sententia? Sed non 
est perspicuum id explicare. Non enim Scriptura aperte definit an voce illa 
proferatur, Matth. 25, Venite, benedicti, et: Ite, maledicti; an virtute judicis ita 
fiet, conscientiis singulorum attestantibus, ut modo dicitur futurum ut judicis 
potentiae effectus ipsius dictione significetur. Illa etiam, ibid.: Esurivi, et non 
dedistis mihi manducare, et huiusmodi, magis conscientiis exprimenda plurimi 
putant quam verbis, quia Apostolus in momento et in ictu oculi mysterium 
consumandum tradit. Sed illud ad resurrectionis statum tantum referunt, non 
ad judicium, qui alii judicii sententiam, et malorum increpationes, et bonorum 
praemia verbis exprimenda asserunt.” 

THOMAS DE AQUINO, Scriptum super Sententiis, IV, d. 47, q. 1, a. 1, qc. 2, sol., 
(Opera Omnia, 7.2), Parmae 1858, p. 1153a. 

THOMAS DE AQUINO, Scriptum super Sententiis, IV, d. 47, q. 1, a. 1, qc. 2, 
ad. 3, p. 1153b. 

PETRUS DE TARANTASIA, In IV libro Sententiarum Commentaria, IV, d. 47, 
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opinion to stick with various verses of the biblical texts: according to 
Richard, the judgment will therefore happen not only mentally, but also 
verbally.H? The problem was also addressed, among others, by Albert 
the Great!!! (mentaliter), Durand of Saint-Pourgain!!? (vocaliter) and 
John Duns Scotus!? (vocaliter). 

In this scholastic landscape, Conrad of Rothenburg (followed by Pir- 
chenwart) chose to report both of the opposing opinions and to stick to 
that of Richard: Rothenburg's eighth conclusion and its corollaries are 
dedicated to test it. The ninth and last conclusion deepens what was 
considered by Thomas to be the biggest problem of the verbaliter posi- 
tion: the amount of time employed to judge all actions of the whole of 
mankind. In this respect, Rothenburg (and consequently also Pirchen- 
wart) affirms that Christ's divine power will be able to unify the breadth 
of the disceptatio with the brevity claimed by Thomas. Taking inspira- 
tion from a passage of Bede in the Glossa Ordinaria, ^ our author(s) 
explains that we should not be surprised about this power, given that his- 
torically an even greater words-related miracle has occurred, namely the 
episode of the Pentecost and of the apostles’ glossolalia (Act. 2:4-11). If 
divine power was able to accomplish that miracle, it will easily perform 
another one by which many words are condensed and expressed in an 
extremely limited time. On Judgement Day, Jesus Christ will be able 
to judge all human beings in a short time, “in tempore valde brevi, puta 
una hora vel minori tempore.”!!° In conclusion, the Principium text 
seems to want to hold together the concern of the mentaliter position 


q. 1, a. 1, Tolosa 1652, pp. 450-451. 

RICHARDUS DE MEDIAVILLA, In IV Sententiarum Theologicarum Petri Lombardi, 
d. 47, a. 1, q. 2, Lyon 1512, ff. 256ra-b: “Dixerunt aliqui quod nulla erit 
ibi disceptatio vocalis, sed tantum mentalis. [...] Alii, qui magis videntur 
concordare cum textu sacre Scripture, dicunt quod ibi erit disceptatio et mentalis 
et vocalis, quia Christus qui iudicabit Deus est et homo, ideo iudicabit modo 
divino et humano. [...] Sententia etiam difinitiva non tantum mentaliter, sed 
etiam vocaliter referetur." 

ALBERTUS MAGNUS, Commentarii in IV Sententiarum, dist. 47, art. 1, ed. 
A. BORGNET, (Opera Omnia, 30), Paris 1984, p. 639. 

DURANDUS DE SANCTO PORCIANO, In Petri Lombardi Sententias Theologicas 
Commentariorum, d. 47, q. 1, a. 2, 87, Venetiis 1621, f. 409ra-b. 

113 See infra, pp. 366-368. 

II) Gloss-E: Glossae Scripturae Sacrae Electronicae (Glossa ordinaria cum Biblia 
latina), ad At. 2:4, ed. M. MARTIN et alii (http://Gloss-e.irht.cnrs.fr, checked 
the 9th December 2022). 

PETRUS DE PIRCHENWART, Principium in IV, art. 2; concl. 9, $126. 
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(the excessive amount of time for such an operation) and the preoc- 
cupation for the verbaliter opinion (to respect and defend the biblical 
text). 

Given this extended ‘copy-and-paste’ situation (i.e., the fact that al- 
most the totality of Pirchenwart’s secundum principale and second ar- 
ticle was taken from Conrad of Rothenburg’s Principium, one might 
rightly wonder whether it is worthwhile to subject Pirchenwart's treat- 
ment of the mentaliter/verbaliter problem to an analysis. I suggest that 
this section of the Principium could be considered as a witness of a pre- 
vious stage of elaboration, anterior to the ‘final cut’ offered by Pirchen- 
wart’s commentary. Since the subject was usually discussed in the last 
part of commentaries on book IV of the Sentences (distinction 47), one 
could thus anticipate that the same text of the principium was later 
incorporated on Pirchenwart’s commentary, maybe with some minimal 
adjustments and additions. Nevertheless, a closer look and a comparison 
between the two texts reveals a more complex relationship. 

First, the same theme, restricted in the Principium to its last two 
conclusions, receives an extended treatment in the commentary. One 
finds the discussion in quaestio 49 entitled Utrum Christus verus, pius 
et iustus futurus iuder omnium sit in novato mundo per igne confla- 
grationis situaturus omnes ordinate post finale iudicium,'® and notably 
in its second article;!!” here it covers approximately six columns (the 
same number as in the principium), but it seems to exceed its borders, 
since we find many extended references early in the introduction of the 
question, in the first article and then in the third one. 

Second, the two versions (Principium and Quaestiones in IV Sent.) 
differ in the structure and order of the arguments, because the way in 
which Pirchenwart approaches the mentaliter/verbaliter problem in his 
commentary represents an evolution of the analysis offered both by his 
principium and by Rothenburg's version. In fact, besides the structure 


H6 For the list of questions, see COURTENAY, “From Dinkelsbühl's Questiones Com- 


munes to the Vienna Group,” pp. 304-315. 

Uv Città del Vaticano, BAV, Vat. lat. 1120, f. 188rb: “In ista questione erunt 
tres articuli. In primo videbitur an in Deo sit veritas, iustitia et misericordia 
realiter et ydemptice; ubi eciam videbitur an concurrant in omne opere Dei 
ad extra, quoad distinctionem. In secundo videbitur an generale iudicium sit 
futurum, et si sic, quo iudice vel quibus assessoribus sit exequendum, de quo 
distinctione. In tertio videbitur an Christus in natura humana sit iudicaturus, et 
utrum mundus iste sit per igne conflagrationis innovandus, de quo in distinctione; 
ubi et videbitur an iudicatos ordinate localiter situabit, de quo distinctione." 
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and order of the same arguments, the main difference concerns its con- 
tent: in the commentary, we find at least three portions of text that are 
not present in his earlier Principium; at the same time, certain para- 
graphs from the Principium were not repeated in the commentary. 

The first ‘new’! passage is a brief mention of a statement by Richard 
of Saint Victor (from the Glossa Ordinaria), who draws a comparison 
between human hearts and Canonical Decrees: “Concordat Richardus de 
Sancto Victore ibidem in Glosa, dicens quod eorum [i.e. iudicandorum] 
corda erunt quasi quidam canonum decreta"? The similitude is in- 
tended to express that, as Canonical Decrees are public and known doc- 
uments, so men's hearts at the Last Judgement will be opened and made 
manifest, without any secrets. Moreover, Pirchenwart drops Bede's ref- 
erence to the miracle of the Pentecost. As seen above, this argument 
was introduced in order to justify the possibility that the Last Judge- 
ment will happen verbally, but without taking an excessive amount of 
time; nevertheless, the concern about the logical and physical viability 
of a verbal judgment remains intact: the second difference in content 
consists, in fact, in a long passage (over two columns)!? that accurately 
quotes from the Ordinatio version of John Duns Scotus’ Commentary 
on book IV.??! 

This excerpt, in Scotus’ original text, answers the question “Whether 
the judgement happens in time or in an instant and, if in time, whether 
brief or not brief".!?? We know that Thomas Aquinas was also worried 
about the time spent for the judgement, and for this reason he refused 
a verbaliter theory. On the contrary, Scotus provides three different 
modalities by which God could show everyone their merits and demerits; 
as in à human court, in fact, the judge must make clear the reasons why 
he gives a judgement. This innotescentia meritorum, moreover, concerns 


118 Saying here that a portion of text is ‘new’, means that it cannot be found in the 


aforementioned texts; all other portions occur in the two texts with a different 

order. 

PETRUS DE PIRCHENWART, Questiones in IV Sententiarum: V — Città del Va- 

ticano, BAV, Vat. lat. 1120, f. 194vb; G — Gottweig, Stiftbibliothek 261 (272), 

f. 324va; K = Klosterneuburg, Stiftsbibliothek 340, K 242ra, 

PETRUS DE PIRCHENWART, Questiones in IV Sententiarum = G: ff. 324va-325rb, 

K: ff. 242rb-242va, V: ff. 194vb-195ra 

IoHANNES Duns Scotus, Ordinatio (prologus et libri I-IV); ed. Commissio 

Scotistica, voll. I-XIV; 1950-2013. 

122 JOHANNES DUNS Scotus, Ordinatio, IV, dist. 47, q. 1, cap. D, dub. 1, 827, p. 249: 
“Primum dubium est an fiat in tempore vel in instanti, — et si in tempore, brevi 
vel non brevi." 
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not only personal and proper actions, but also the actions of all other 
men to be judged; thus, each man should know both all existing souls 
and all the merits and demerits of each of them. Given its philosophical 
interest, here I summarize the argument from the Ordinatio. According 
to Scotus, the innotescentia meritorum could happen in three ways:!?? 

a) Via a miracle: the human intellect will not use its natural mode of 
understanding and comprehension of concepts and events. In this way, 
a hypothetical list of people and (good and bad) actions, which would 
naturally require a great amount of time to be grasped, could simply 
take less time. This miracle involves divine power ex parte ostensionis, 
that is, from the point of view of the effect of manifestation. 124 

b) Each man perceives his own merits and demerits in particular (in 
a detailed way) and other men's actions in general. This option does 
not involve any miracle, because it is already a natural capacity of the 
human intellect. More precisely, the conception of other people's actions 
can happen in two ways: 5.1) each person is considered in particular, 
but his actions in general. However, this option would require, again, a 
certain amount of time, because each subject is considered in particular 
and it cannot happen in a single instant (without a miracle); 6.2) both 
the subject and his actions are considered in general: in other words, 
each person belongs to a set (e.g., the set comprising all good men) and, 
considering the membership in the set, one can immediately categorize 
both the person and his action as good or evil without ‘looking’ at his 
or her merits.!? 

c) Divine power performs a miracle not only ex parte ostensionis, 
as in the first option, but also from the point of view of the act that 
causes knowledge, or of the act of knowledge itself. This means that the 
human intellect can simultaneously conceive both each subject and each 
of his actions. The miraculous manifestation can relate, as in the second 
option, c.1) the two categories (persons and actions) in general, or c.2) 
both categories in particular — after all, it is a miracle. !?6 


123 Scotus speaks of quatuor modi ymaginandi, but following his compacted or ex- 


panded scheme, we can point out three or five ways: a., b. 1, b. 2, c. 1, c. 2. 

IOHANNES DUNS Scotus, Ordinatio, IV, dist. 47, q. 1, cap. D, dub. 1, 827, 

p. 249. 

15 TOHANNES Duns Scotus, Ordinatio, IV, dist. A7, q. 1, cap. D, dub. 1, 828-39, 
pp. 249-250. 

126 TOHANNES Duns Scotus, Ordinatio, IV, dist. A7, q. 1, cap. D, dub. 1, 831-33, 
p 250. 
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To conclude, given that it is logically possible (but not according to 
the laws of nature: we need a miracle) for the innotescentia meritorum 
to happen in a single instant, Scotus claims that the phase of exposi- 
tion (ostensio) of merits and demerits will be only mentaliter, but the 
pronunciation of the Last Judgement by Christ will be also verbaliter. 
With this solution, the Subtle Doctor can hold together the brevity with 
the biblical passages that seem to imply a verbal judgement.!2" Scotus’ 
theory is incorporated in Pirchenwart's Questiones. 

The third and new portion of text consists in an equally long pas- 
sage that draws further conclusions from Scotus' argument and adds 
some observations on the relationship between judgement, punishment, 
and reward. Here Pirchenwart also inserts a terminological distinction 
(by Richard of Menneville) 75 between the various phases of judgment: 
ciatio (or vocatio), accusatio, testificatio and discussio. t?’ 

Now, moving from the content to the textual dependences and new 
sources, I suggest reading Pirchenwart’s Principium (thereby only con- 
sidering the narrow group of paragraphs $130-145) as a preliminary 
stage of distinction 49 of his commentary on book IV, where he modi- 
fies, removes, and adds several arguments and authorities, even — as I 
will show below — changing his textual sources within the corpus of the 
Vienna Group Commentary. In parallel, his distinction 49 reveals the 
continuation and deepening of a discussion rooted in the Principium, 
as well as the consistency of his interests. Having access to a different 
version of a treatment of the same subject, and in absence of other inter- 
mediate witnesses as autographs, drafts and notes taken by his students, 
we are able to enter what can be called the ‘textual workshop’ of our the- 
ologian. Needless to say, we should not forget the typological differences 
between the two texts: the first is a Principium that deals with other 
problems and probably had limits of time; the Sentences commentary, 
on the contrary, could grow with more length and freedom, so we must 
not consider the Principium simply as a draft or a previous redaction of 
the same text. 

One note before moving on to the new sources: as mentioned, the 
only witness of Pirchenwart’s Principium on book IV is found at the 
beginning of ms. Gottweig, Stiftsbibliothek 261 (ff. Ira-14vb), but the 


127 See for example Mt. 25, 28-46. 

RICHARDUS DE MEDIAVILLA, In IV Sententiarum, d. 47, q. 1, a. 2, f. 216ra-b. 
PETRUS DE PIRCHENWART, Questiones in IV Sententiarum — K: ff. 242va-243ra, 
G: ff. - 325ra-329va, V: ff. 195ra-195rb. 
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same manuscript also contains the complete text of the book IV com- 
mentary (after a blank page, at ff. 16ra-372vb). If we trust the colophon 
inserted at the end of the text of the Quaestiones — followed in turn by 
a detailed alphabetical tabula that seems to be an autograph — the 
copy was completed in 1419, exactly at the end of his path as a sen- 
tentiary bachelor: “Laudemus Christum, librum finivimus istum anno 
Domini CCCC XIX'?*»/39 [t seems that both texts (Principium and 
Quaestiones) were copied by the same hand;! moreover, the princi- 
pium does not look like a quick set of notes taken by someone present in 
the audience during the ceremony. We can thus imagine that Pirchen- 
wart delivered a copy of the principium to the scribe, along with the 
text of the commentary. 

Given that the treatment of the mentaliter/verbaliter problem has dif- 
ferent contents, sources and orderering of arguments in the Principium 
and in the Commentary, we can now survey the Vienna corpus for the 
second time, in order to seek a possible textual dependence for (this sec- 
tion of) Pirchenwart’s Quaestiones in IV Sententiarum. Before that, I 
find it useful to remind the reader of the particular philological situation 
of the Faculty of Theology of Vienna: around the year 1400, Dinkelsbühl 
composed his Quaestiones in IV Sententiarum; in the course of about 
fifteen years the successive generations of theologians, faced with the 
need to compose their ‘own’ commentaries, used Dinkelsbühl's Quaes- 
tiones as a core text, adding some sections, removing others, modifying 
the order and structure of each chapter, dividing and expanding them, 
etc. These texts are thus very similar to each other, but not enough to 
say that they are the same text: we cannot therefore produce a single 
stemma codicum, but at most a sort of pattern of kinship or influence 
between the various stages. The ensemble of these texts (labelled as 
Quaestiones communes yet in the manuscripts) constitutes the so-called 
‘Vienna Group Commentary’ (VGC).1?? 


130 PETRUS DE PIRCHENWART, Questiones in IV Sententiarum = G: f. 372vb 

131 The same cannot be said about ff. 373r-378v, that contain an alphabetical in- 
dex of the previous commentary, and ff. 379r-381r, that contain a question on 
marriage and kinship: *Utrum cognacio carnalis vel vinculum affinitatis impe- 
diat matrimonium" (f. 379r); after some blank sheets (ff. 381v—383r), this text 
is followed by three schemes on kinship and marriage (ff. 383v-384v) proba- 
bly from the Italian Canonist John Andreae (d. 1348, Lectura super arboribus 
consanguinitatis, affinitatis et cognationis spiritualis et legalis). 'Those folios 
(ff. 373r-383r) are written by another hand, that seems to be the one of Pirchen- 
wart. 


132 On the Vienna Group Commentary, see BRINZEI, SCHABEL, “The Past, Present, 
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Here, as a possible source from the VGC for the aforementioned 
section of the text, I point out as the best candidate the manuscript 
Seitenstetten, Benediktinerstift 180. This codex contains three different 
levels of elaborations of the VGC: the main text (ff. 1ra-251vb), the 
marginal notes to the main text, and some additions to some questions 
(ff. 252ra-310va); at ff. 311va-321va we can find an additional ques- 
tion (q. 48) that will appear only in the fifth stage of VGC.? Much 
of these additions will be incorporated into Pirchenwart’s commentary, 
but marginal notes and additional texts do not cover the problem of 
mentaliter/verbaliter, so we can leave them aside. This manuscript is 
most likely either the source for Pirchenwart's commentary, or one of 
the sources for Pulkau's version, which may have been employed later 
by Pirchenwart. Following the hypothesis of U. Zahnd, it is close to the 
version of Petrus of Pulkau's now lost text, and we can imagine that 
Pirchenwart used the commentary of his master as a textual basis on 
which to build his own (more disseminated) version. 

With regards to the discussion of the mentaliter/verbaliter subject, 
the two texts are very similar: in fact, Pirchenwart's response to this 
theological problem in his Quaestiones in IV Sententiarum relies on the 
same discussion in ms. Seitenstetten, Benediktinerstift 180. The only 
exception is a central section that, in Pirchenwart's version, takes up 
less than half a column: it consists of a selection of extracts from a 
much longer discussion held in Seitenstetten 180, ff. 218ra-va (but with- 
out Pulkau's version, we cannot know if this change and reduction was 
introduced by Pulkau or by Pirchenwart himself). Except for the afore- 
mentioned section, however, the whole treatment, the sources (biblical, 
patristical and scholastic) and even the order of exposition are the same 
in the two versions. Gratia brevitatis, here I will not provide a parallel 
transcription of all the paragraphs involving the mentaliter/verbaliter 
problem from question 49 of Pirchenwart's commentary and from the 
version found in ms. Seittenstetten 180; they are so similar that they 
could almost be considered as two witnesses of a single text. 

To sum up the results of this case-study, the so-called mentaliter / ver- 
baliter problem is addressed by Pirchenwart in (at least) two texts: 


and Future of Late Medieval Theology,” passim; ZAHND, “Plagiats individual- 
isés et stratégies de singularisation," passim; I. CURUT, “Viennese University 
Theologians on Practical Theology," Archa Verbi 14 (2017), pp. 101-156, here 
p. 101. 

See the detailed description given by ZAHND, “Plagiats individualisés et strate- 
gies de singularisation," pp. 138-141 (esp. n. 200). 
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his surviving Principium in IV Sententiarum (art. 2, conc. 8 and 9, 
§§114-128), and his Quaestiones on book IV of the Sentences (quest. 
49, art. 2, on dist. 47). The two expositions are quite different from 
one another with regards to structure, order of the arguments, content, 
authorities, and — most notably — direct sources. The text of the 
Principium is almost entirely taken from the second article of the Prin- 
cipium by Conrad of Rothenburg. On the other hand, the text of the 
commentary is very similar to the version of the ‘Vienna Group Com- 
mentary' found in ms. Seitenstetten, Benediktinerstift 180 (probably 
one of the sources for Pulkau's version, used by Pirchenwart as his main 
source). 

Considering this overview of textual dependencies and differences be- 
tween versions, one is left with a question: why did Pirchenwart employ 
two different sources to address the same problem, when he could have 
referred to his earlier text? The first hypothesis is that Pirchenwart had 
access — between 1417 and the end of the redaction — to a different ver- 
sion of the Commentary, and that he consequently decided to rely on it 
rather than on the older text ‘composed’ some years ago, for reasons of 
content (the ‘new’ argument from the Ordinatio of Scotus, for example) 
or freshness. As a second and parallel hypothesis, the theologian could 
have decided to select the sources according to the typology of the text 
that he was composing: a Principium for his Principium, a commentary 
for his commentary. 

At the end of this short journey, let us simply note that, if we really 
want to understand the intellectual mindset of the Viennese theologians 
and their relationships within the Faculty of Theology, we cannot merely 
acknowledge that a certain text was copied from another; instead, we 
must dig deeper to bring out the exact textual strategies employed in 
each different case, along with the ways in which they constructed and 
reconstructed their ‘own’ doctrinal patchwork. Surely further investiga- 
tions on the precise methods of choosing the source of ‘inspiration’ will 
provide us with more information on these complex academic dynamics; 
for the moment, the comparison between two different treatments of the 
same problem, along with their different sources, has allowed us to enter 
what can be called the ‘textual workshop’ of this theologian. 
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5. Reverendus, socius, adversarius. 
Reconstructing Some Features of Gmunden's 
Lost Texts through Pirchenwart’s articulus 
collativus 


The third and last article of the principium contains the so-called articu- 
lus collativus, in which Pirchenwart addresses and engages his colleague 
John of Gmunden. This article immediately stands out for its reveren- 
tial and formal language, prescribed by the Statutes of the Faculty of 
Theology: “Cursor |...] subiungere habet questionem, in qua conferre 
habet et debet cum aliis Sentencias legentibus virtuose et honeste sine 
verbis quocumque modo sociorum suorum offensivis".!?4^ Pirchenwart 
clearly follows the rule, and in the opening sermo he refers to his socius 
John of Gmunden as reverendus magister meus: 


Et cum reverendo magistro meo, magistro Johanne de Gmunden 
sacre theologie baccalario actuque Sentencias legenti, conferendo, 
habebo articulum collativum subinferre, cum quo — licet inmeri- 
tus — lecturus Sentencias per Dei graciam concurram.1?? 


Here the title of magister meus!%6 was probably intended to show re- 


spect to the socius, opening the possibility to freely attack and disprove 
his positions: “Quarta propositio [...] principii secundi magistri mei 
reverendi — sua reverentia salva — est falsa".!?" The third article, in 
fact, is a bright example of scholastic reasoning and logical coherence: 
the bachelor had to dig up the text of his engaged socius, finding all 
possible errors and non sequiturs, as is well illustrated by the following 
passage: 


Nego sibi argumentum: ymmo illud falsum est, ut patet ex con- 
clusione mea iam posita. Et non probat ulterius illam partem 
correlarii, sed dicit eam esse probatam ex conclusione precedenti, 
quod non est verum, quia nulla conclusio precedit suam primam 
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KINK, Geschichte der Kaiserlichen Universität, vol. IL, p. 106. 

PETRUS DE PIRCHENWART, Principium in IV, sermo, $5. 

The expression magister meus reverendus is employed at least eleven time, and 
it is just a courtesy formula. For this phenomenon in vesperial disputations, 
see BRINZEI, “Nouveaux témoignages sur les textes perdus d'Onofre de Florence 
OESA (1336-1403), bachelier en théologie à Paris," in Archives d'histoire doc- 
trinale et littéraire du Moyen Age 87 (2020), pp. 59-86, here p. 64. 


131 PETRUS DE PIRCHENWART, Principium in IV, $189. 
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conclusionem prenominatam, ymmo nullam conclusionem prius in 
suis Principiis determinavit, igitur — sua reverentia salva — quod 
in illius correlarii parte assumit, penitus remanet sibi dubium.!?* 


Finally, closing the articulus collativus, the bachelor used to hand it to 
the engaged socius for possible corrections and adjustments: “Hec pauca 
et exilia, sine temeraria assertione sed cum humilitate et reverentia, 
offero magistro meo reverendo ad corrigendum et emendandum, prout 
sibi videbitur expedire". 13° 

As previously stated, this section can be divided into two parts: the 
first two conclusions concern the Augustinian-Lombardian concepts of 
uti and frui; the third conclusion instead involves questions about the 
relationship between causa prima and causa secunda. Pirchenwart en- 
gages positions claimed by Gmunden in his first and second Principia, 
but unfortunately those texts have not survived. On the basis of a single 
indirect testimony, we are not able to reconstruct any substantial part 
of those texts, but an attentive reading of Pirchenwart’s Principium can 
give us a general idea of Gmunden's Principia. Leaving aside the philo- 
sophical and theological content of the third article, I am now going to 
focus on some of its structural features. 

First of all, it is quite clear that the first subject (uti/frui) holds a 
strong connection with the first distinction of book I of the Sentences, 
where theologians often discussed the internal structure of the Sentences 
themselves (as is known, the Lombard divided his text in accordance 
with an Augustinian double bipartition, respectively between things and 
signs (res et signa) and between use and enjoyment (uti et frui).140 
God is the final destination of the will and the intellect of each rational 
creature, and beatitude consists precisely in the apprehension of God. 
But the impression is that Pirchenwart simply decided to engage some 
positions with which he disagreed, without paying much attention to 


138 
139 


PETRUS DE PIRCHENWART, Principium in IV, $163. 

PETRUS DE PIRCHENWART, Principium in IV, $195. 

140 M.L. Couisu, Peter Lombard (Brill's Studies in Intellectual History, 41), Ley- 
den 1994, vol. 1, pp. 78-79; P.W. ROSEMANN, The Story of a Great Medieval 
Book. Peter Lombard's Sentences (Rethinking the Middle Ages, 2), Peterbor- 
ough 2007, pp. 24-25. On the concept of beatific enjoyment, see S.V. KITANOV, 
“The Concept of Beatific Enjoyment (Fruitio Beatifica) in the Sentences Com- 
mentaries of some Pre-Reformation Erfurt Theologians, in Medieval Commen- 
taries on the Sentences of Peter Lombard, ed. P.W. ROSEMANN, vol. 3, Leiden 
2014, pp. 315-368 and S.V. KITANOV, Beatific Enjoyment in Medieval Scholastic 
Debates. The Complex Legacy of Saint Augustine and Peter Lombard, Plymouth 
2014. 
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the connection with arguments of the first and second article of his 
Principium; and indeed, the second subject is introduced without any 
link to the previous conclusions. A similar shift in subjects is also 
found between the treatment of the thema biblicum and the following 
deep analysis of Judgement Day, showing once again the flexibility and 
versatility of Viennese principia. 

Second, after a careful reading of the articulus collativus we can infer 
that Pirchenwart had on his table, at the moment of its composition, 
a copy of Gmunden’s two principia. In many passages containing the 
exposition of his socius’ thoughts and opinions (ff. 12rb—14vb), for exam- 
ple, the sentences start with a capital letter, which leads one to suppose 
that it was a direct quotation. All along the third article, our author is 
attentive to specify the exact source of the position attacked, and I will 
only mention two examples: 


Illa conclusio repugnat contradictorie prime parti primi corellarii 
prime conclusionis Principii primi articuli positivi magistri mei 142 
Sexto infero corellarie quod prima pars corellarii decimi conclusio- 


nis Principii primi articuli positivi magistri mei reverendi [...] est 
falsa." 143 


Third, a closer look at Pirchenwart's Principium can provide us with new 
information about his socius. Gmunden “admissus est ad Sententias" in 
November 1416 under Pulkau,!^ but the book with which he started his 
lectures is not mentioned. Given that Pirchenwart addresses Gmunden's 
first principium by discussing the concepts of uti and frui, however, and 
his second principium by questioning the relations between causa prima 
and causa secunda, we can infer that Gmunden's first. principium and 
his cycle of lectures (1416-17, second semester) was probably on book 
I of Sentences (whose first questions were often dedicated to present- 
ing and analysing Peter Lombard's uti/frui subdivision of the text, as 
seen above), and that his second principium and lectures (1417-18, first 


141 PETRUS DE PIRCHENWART, Principium in IV, $180: “Conclusio tertia, quam 


scolastice et collative ponam, nichil temerarie asserendo, sed quam dumtaxat 
magistro meo predicto conferendo possetenus defendam, sit ista: absolute possi- 
bile est secundam causam aliquem effectum producere, et primam causam talem 
effectum illi non comproducere.” 

PETRUS DE PIRCHENWART, Principium in IV, $154. 

PETRUS DE PIRCHENWART, Principium in IV, $162. 

ATF, pp. 98-99; CouRTENAY, “From Dinkelsbühl's Questiones Communes to 
the Vienna Group," p. 299. 
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semester) was on book II (on creation by God, the causa prima, and 
the role of intermediaries as causae secundae). Moreover, given that 
^whatever book one started with, the bachelor continued in a forward 
direction” ,5 we can also affirm that Gmunden read book III in the se- 
cond semester of 1417-18 and book IV in the first semester of 1418-19. 

Furthermore, even if we are not able to reconstruct Gmunden's texts, 
we can at least sketch a basic structure based on the few pieces of evi- 
dence in Pirchenwart’s Principium (and on the general logical and hier- 
archical dependencies between structural elements such as conclusiones 
and correlaria: for example, if he cites a conclusio sexta, it can be in- 
ferred that Gmunden's Principium had other five conclusions before it). 
In doing so, if in the future a fragment or portion of an anonymous text 
should be found that shares one of the two subjects described above and 
one of the two minimal structures sketched below, it could ascribed to 
John of Gmunden. 

A list all of the instances in which Pirchenwart refers to a structural 
part of his socius’ first and second principia allows us to outline a min- 
imal structure of the articuli positivi of both principia (the elements 
explicitly cited in ms. Gottweig, Stiftsbibliothek 261 are highlighted in 
bold, putting the paragraph between brackets). Moreover, from Ioana 
Curut’s chapter in this volume on Thomas Ebendorfer’s Sentences, we 
know that Ebendorfer addresses Gmunden's second principium on book 
II in two of his own principia: in his first principium on the second 
book and in his third principium on the fourth book; unlike Pirchen- 
wart, Ebendorfer makes fewer references to the structure of the texts.146 


145 COURTENAY, “From Dinkelsbühl's Questiones Communes to the Vienna Group,” 


p. 278. 

For references to Gmunden’s second principium, see THOMAS EBENDORFER, I 
Principium sententiarum, ed. I. CuRUT: *Prima pars patet per magistrum Io- 
hannem de Gmunden articulo positivo secundi sui principii, conclusione sep- 
tima"; “Secunda pars contradicit secunde parti eiusdem sue conclusioni"; 
“Quarto sequitur secundam partem conclusionis prenotate reverendi magistri Io- 
hanni de Gmundem fore falsam, quia opposita mea pars est vera.” See also EBEN- 
DORFER, III Principium sententiarum, ed. I. CURUT: “Secunda pars contradicit 
septime conclusioni secundi principii reverendi magistri Iohannis de Gmundem, 
quam in primo principio meo sic probavi.” I am gratuful to I. Curut, who shared 
with me her forthcoming transcription. 
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JOHN OF GMUNDEN 


I principium on I Sent.; articulus pos- 
itivus 
Theme: uti and frui 


Prima conclusio (§154, 162, 175) 
Primum corrolarium (§154) 
Prima pars (§154) 

Secunda pars 
Secundum corrolarium 
(§177) 

Tertium corrolarium 
Quartum corrolarium 
Quintum corrolarium 
Sextum corrolarium 
Septimum corrolarium 


Octavum corrolarium 
Nonum corrolarium 
Decimum corrolarium (§162, 
175) 
Prima pars (§162) 
Secunda pars (§175) 
Secunda conclusio. . . 


JOHN OF GMUNDEN 


II Principium on II Sent.; articulus 
positivus 
Theme : 
cunda 


causa prima and causa se- 


Prima conclusio 

Secunda conclusio 

Tertia conclusio (8192) 
Primum corrolarium 
Secundum corrolarium 


Tertium corrolarium 
Quartum corrolarium 
Quintum corrolarium 
Sextum corrolarium 
Septimum corrolarium 
(8192) 

Prima pars 

Secunda pars ($192) 

Quarta conclusio 


Quinta conclusio 
Sexta conclusio ($181, 189) 
Prima propositio 
Secunda propositio 
Tertia propositio 
Quarta propositio ($181, 189) 
Septima conclusio (Ebendorfer, I 
pr. and II pr.) 
Prima pars 
Secunda pars (Ebendor- 
fer, I pr.) 


6. Conclusion: Into the Theologian's Textual 


Workshop 


Pirchenwart's Principium offers a valuable opportunity to understand 
the practice of principia on the Sentences in Vienna in greater depth 
and detail. Moreover, its contextualization within the academic milieu 
of the Faculty of Theology has led us into what I would like to call 


Peter of Pirchenwart's Textual Workshop 


‘the textual workshop’ of the theologian. To sum up the results of the 
previous sections, it should be noted that the same Principium has three 
different types of relations to its main textual sources. 


PIRCHENWART, I Principium supe 
IV Sent. (1417) 


Sermo 
[PETRUS DE PIRCHENWART, — | First article, first principale 
Principium biblicum super (thema) 


Mattheum (1415) 

Principium biblicum super Baruch 
(1416) 

[copied, just some sections]| 


First article, second principale 
Supposita and quesita 


protestatio 
CONRADUS DE ROTHENBURG, — Solutio 
Principium IV super IV Sent. 
(1408/9) 


[copied verbatim] 


— | Second article 
Third article (collativus) 


TOHANNES DE GMUNDEN, = First conclusion 
I Principium super I Sent. (1416?) Second conclusion 
[addressed with references] 

IOHANNES DE GMUNDEN, => Third conclusion 
II Principium super II Sent. 

(1416?) 


[addressed with references] 


The primum principale (from the first article) resumes and reworks some 
portions of his previous Principia biblica of 1415 and in 1416. When seen 
within their context, these borrowings only concern a small portion of 
the text, and their different positioning and order highlights a certain 
level of creativity and active reworking on the part of the author. On the 
contrary, the solution of the secundum principale and the whole second 
article are copied, word for word, from the Principium Sententiarum of 
Conrad of Rothenburg discussed in 1408/09; Pirchenwart does not make 
any allusion to his source clear, and he only adds a brief section. Finally, 
the third article engages some philosophical positions pursued by John of 
Gmunden in his first two Principia. In this case, Pirchenwart precisely 
clarifies where he took each passage or thesis from. To this overview 
we can add the evolution of the treatment of the mentaliter/verbaliter 
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problem of the second article; for the same subject Pirchenwart, writing 
his Questiones in IV Sententiarum, leans on a different textual source 
(the version of the Vienna Group found in ms. Seitenstetten, Benedik- 
tinerstift 180, or more probably the version now lost of his former master 
Petrus de Pulkau). 

This special attention to the rediscovery of the sources of the Prin- 
cipium is not just due to a philological qualm; together, it has allowed 
us to partially answer questions such as these: what did it mean to be 
a theologian in the first decades of the fifteenth century? What did it 
imply to produce and teach theological knowledge in Vienna? What 
were some of the practical tasks of a lecturer at the University? The 
close attention to the text is also justified by the peculiar cultural con- 
text of the Faculty of Theology of Vienna, which is not understandable 
without taking the practice of textual reemployment into account. This 
chapter hopefully contributes to unveil a part of the complex work (and 
world) of bricolage textuel which characterized a part of its academic 
production.!^? Finally, I hope that this introduction to the Principium 
Sententiarum, along with its critical edition, has shed new light on the 
prominent figure of Petrus of Pirchenwart: as an independent theolo- 
gian, as a way to get to know the history of the University of Vienna, a 
bridge between former and later generations of teachers; but above all 
as à Leibnizian mirror that receives, processes and reflects back some of 
the main historical and cultural currents and events of the first decades 
of the fifteenth century. 


147 On this term and other labels see M. BRÍNZEI CALMA, “Plagium,” in Mots médié- 


vaux offerts à Ruedi Imbach, ed. I. ATUCHA, D. CALMA, C. KONIG-PRALONG, 
I. ZAVATTERO, Turnhout-Porto 2011, pp. 559—568. 


A Joint Edition of Conrad of 
Rothenburg's and Peter of 
Pirchenwart's Principia on Book 
IV of the Sentences 


Matteo Esu and Ueli Zahnd 
(LabEx Hastec/IRHT, Paris — University of Geneva) 


The following edition presents the Principia on book IV of the Sentences 
by CONRAD OF ROTHENBURG and PETER OF PIRCHENWART. It is a 
joint appendix to the respective chapters on these two authors in the 
present volume.! Both Conrad and Peter read the Sentences in Vienna, 
but while Conrad begun his lecture in 1407, Peter gave his only ten years 
later (1417-1419), and there is no reason to assume that the two had any 
closer personal relation: in fact, Conrad died in 1416 only a few months 
after Peter started to read on the Bible at the faculty of theology. T'here 
is a good reason, nevertheless, to edit the Principia of these two Vienna 
theologians together, for Peter reused in almost half of his Principium 
on book IV the one of Conrad, citing him verbatim over long passages. 

As is well known, this textual reuse was common in Vienna, and Con- 
rad himself copied in his Principium parts of the so-called Quaestiones 
communes produced in Vienna.? A joint edition will help understand 
how this reuse worked in the case of Principia, given that Peter did not 
choose the same biblical theme as Conrad. Rather, he had to adapt 


See above chapters “Disputing without socii - The Principium on Book IV of 
CONRAD OF ROTHENBURG, Vienna 1408/09" and “Peter of Pirchenwart’s Tex- 
tual Workshop from his Principium IV (1417)” on pages 305 and 331. 

2 See above, pp. 307 and 322-327. 
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the textual material to his own needs, align it with his biblical Princi- 
pium, and conform it to the challenges put by his socius JOHANNES OF 
GMUNDEN. Peter's Principium is thus much longer than Conrad's. The 
latter starts only on page 397 of the following edition and already ends 
on page 437. To save space, we have restricted the layout of a paral- 
lel typesetting to this part of the text, whereas in the earlier and later 
paragraphs Peter's text extends over the whole page. This edition is a 
joint product, but the work on the (much longer) Principium of Peter 
was mainly done by Matteo Esu, while Ueli Zahnd mainly worked on 
the (much shorter) Principium of Conrad. 


Sigla 


P Gottweig, Benediktinerstiftbibliothek, 261 (272) (with Peter Reichert 
of Pirchenwart's Principium on fols. 1ra-14vb) 

R Klosterneuburg, Augustinerchorherrenstift, 315 (with Conrad of Ro- 
thenburg's Principium on fols. 263r—269r) 


Ratio Edendi 


Some remarks on the usus scribendi and the choiches of transcription: 

8. We distinguish ‘u’ and ‘v’ for a better understanding; we mantain 
the use of ‘w’ only when it represents a single letter, as ‘v’, ‘u’ and 
‘b’ (Ewangelium, conswetudo, Longowardus), but not when it represents 
‘vu’ toghether (witum = vultum). 

§. The scribe of P systematically separates the constructs with ‘in- 
' and ‘ad-’ (in venire = invenire, in telligere = intelligere, ad itus = 
aditus); he also unites prepositions and noun (inse = in se, infine = in 
fine). We represent them in the standard form. 

§. Regardless of their various forms (1°, 1", I, p°, primum, etc.), all 
numbers are represented with the arabic signs (1) when they indicate a 
chapter of a biblical book (illud Mt. 1); with the roman number when 
they indicate a book of patristic texts (1 De Trinitate), but with the 
arabic number and the ‘degree’ sign (1°) when they indicate a chapter 
or distinction; we use the extended spelling (primum) when they indicate 
a book of the Sententiae of Peter Lombard. 

$. Numbers related to steps of argumentation (prima conclusio, se- 
cunda pars, tertia premissa, quartum suppositum, quintum articulum, 
sextum corellarium) are always transcribed with letters. 
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$. Names of biblical books are given in classical abbreviation (except 
for Mattheus, when used as a substantial part of the phrase). 

§. Given the difference between modern critical editions and medieval 
manuscripts of patristic texts, we leave the original numbering of books 
or chapter found in the manuscript (11 instead of the modern 12, for 
example), except when it is due to a manifest error (4 instead of 24). 

§. We use the following abbreviations: dist. = distinctio, cap. = ca- 
pitulus, quest. — questio, art. — articulus, subart. — subarticulus. 


Bibliographical abbreviations 


ALPHAR., De ortu = ALPHARABIUS (ABU NASR AL-FARABI), De 
ortu scientiarum (Epistola de assignando causa ex qua ortae sunt sci- 
entie philosophiae, et ordo earum in disciplina); in IDEM, Über den Ur- 
sprung der Wissenschaften: De ortu scientiarium — ed. C. BAEUMKER, 
Münster 1916, pp. 17-24. 

AMBR., De bon. mor. = AMBROSIUS MEDIOLANENSIS, De Bono 
Mortis, in Sancti Ambrosii Opera, pars prima, ed. C. SCHENKL (CSEL, 
32.1), Vienna 1897, pp... 

AUG., C. Faust. — AUGUSTINUS HIPPONENSIS, Contra Faustum libri 
XXXIII — ed. J. ZYCHA (CSEL, 25), Vienna 1891, pp. 251-797. 

AUG., Civ. = AUGUSTINUS HIPPONENSIS, De civitate Dei. Libri I-X, 
XI-XXII — ed. B. DOMBART — A. KALB (CCSL, 47, 48), Turnhout 
1955. 

AUG., Conf. = AUGUSTINUS HIPPONENSIS, Confessionum libri XIII — 
ed. L. VERHEIJEN (CCSL, 27), Turnhout 1981. 

AUG., De div. quaest. = AUGUSTINUS HiPPONENSIS, De diversis 
quaestionibus octoginta tribus — ed. A. MUTZENBECHER (CCSL, 44A), 
Turnhout 1975, pp. 11-249. 

AUG., De doct. christ. = AUGUSTINUS HIPPONENSIS, De doctrina 
christiana. De vera religione — ed. K.D. DAUR, J. MARTIN (CCSL, 
32), Turnhout 1962, pp. 1-167. 

AUG., De verb. dom. = AUGUSTINUS HIPPONENSIS, Sermones de 
Scripturis Veteris et Novi Testamenti (PL, 38), Paris 1865, coll. 23-994. 

AUG., Epist. = AUGUSTINUS HIPPONENSIS, Epistulae — ed. A. GOLD- 
BACHER (CSEL, 34, 1; 34, 2; 44; 57; 58), Vienna 1895-1898. 

AUG., In evang. Ioh. = AUGUSTINUS HIPPONENSIS, In evangelium 
loannis tractatus CXXIV — ed. D.R. WILLEMS (CCSL, 36), Turnhout 
1954. 
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AUG., In Ps. = AUGUSTINUS HIPPONENSIS, Enarrationes in Psalmos 
(CCSL, 38-40), Turnhout 1956. 

AuG., Lib. Arb. = AUGUSTINUS HIPPONENSIS, Contra Academicos. 
De Vita Beata. De Ordine. De Magistro. De Libero Arbitrio — ed. 
W.M. GREEN, K.D. DAUR (CCSL, 29), Turnhout 1970, pp. 211-321. 

PS.-AUG., Prol. super Ps. = PSEUDO-AUGUSTINUS, Prologus super 
Psalterium, (PL, 36), Paris 1865, coll. 63-66. 

AUG., Trin. = AUGUSTINUS HIPPONENSIS, De trinitate libri XV — 
ed. W.J. MOUNTAIN — F. GLORIE (CCSL, 50, 50A), Turnhout 1968. 

BED. VEN., In Mt. = BEDA VENERABILIS, In Matthaei evangelium 
expositio (PL 92), Paris 1862. 

BED. VEN., Quind. Sign. = BEDA VENERABILIS (DUBIUM), De 
quindecim signis (PL 94), Paris 1862, p. 555. 

BONAV., Sent. = BONAVENTURA DE BALNOREGIO, Commentaria in 
IV libros Sententiarum — ed. Collegium S. Bonaventure (Opera omnia, 
1-4), Firenze 1882-1889. 


Cass., Exp. Ps. = CASSIODORUS, Expositio Psalmorum — ed. 
M. ADRIAEN (CCSL, 97-98), Turnhout 1958. 
Con. ROTH., Qu. com. = CONRADUS DE ROTHENBURG, Quaes- 


tiones communes super quartum Sententiarum, ms. Klosterneuburg, 
Augustiner-Chorherrenstift, 315, ff. 1r-262r. 

EUSEB., Hist. Eccl. = EUSEBIUS CAESARIENSIS, Historia Ecclesias- 
tica (Rufino Aquilense interprete), in Eusebius, Werke: Die Kirchenge- 
schichte / Die Lateinische Übersetzung des Rufinus (erster teil, buch. 
I-V) — ed. E. SCHWARTZ, T. MOMMSEN, Leipzig 1903. 

GLOS. ORD. = Gloss-E: Glossae Scripturae Sacrae — Electronicae 
(Glossa ordinaria cum Biblia latina), in Morard Martin (dir.), Glossae, 
gloses et commentaires de la Bible au Moyen âge, 2016 [http:/ / Gloss- 
e.irht.cnrs.fr], Consultation du 06/05/2021. 

GREG., Mor. = GREGORIUS MAGNUS, Moralia in Iob — ed. M. ADRI- 
AEN (CCSL, 143; 143A, 143B), Turnhout 1979-1985. 

GREG. M., Hom. in Evang. = GREGORIUS MAGNUS, Homiliae in 
Evangelium — ed. R. Era (CCSL, 141), Turhnout 1999. 

HIER., de studio script. = HIERONYMUS, Epistola 53 ad Paulinum 
(De Studio Scripturarum), in Epistulae I-LXX — ed. I. HILBERG (CSEL 
54), Vienna 1910, pp. 442-465. 

HIER., Ep. = HIERONYMUS, Epistulae — ed. I. HiLBERG (CSEL 54; 
55; 56), Vienna 1910. 
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HIER., In Evang. Mt. = HIERONYMUS, Commentariorium in Ma- 
theum libri IV — ed. M. ADRIAEN, D. Hurst (CCSL 77), Turnhout 
1969. 

Hm... Trin. = HILARIUS PICTAVIENSIS, De Trinitate — ed. P. SMUL- 
DERS (CCSL 62; 62A), Turnhout 1979-1980. 

Hua. VICT., De script.. = HUGO DE SANCTO VICTORE, De scrip- 
turis et scriptoribus sacris praenotiatiunculae (PL, 175), Paris 1854, coll. 
9-28. 

Isrp. Hisp., Sent. = ISIDORUS HISPALENSIS, Sententiae — ed. P. CA- 
ZIER (CCSL, 111), Turnhout 1998. 

Jon. CHRIST., Hom. = [OHANNES CHRISOSTOMUS, Homilia 77 in 
Mattheum (PG, 58), Paris 1862. 

JUL. PoM., De vita cont. = JULIANUS POMERIUS (PSEUDO-PRO- 
SPERUS AQUITANUS), De vita Contemplativa (PL, 59), Paris 1862, coll. 
415—520. 

PETR. LOMB, In Ps. = PETRUS LOMBARDUS, Commentaria in 
Psalmos (Magna Glossatura in Psalmos sive Psalterii) (PL, 191), Paris 
1854, coll. 55-1296. 

PETR. LOMB., In Haebr. = PETRUS LOMBARDUS, In Epistolam ad 
Haebreos (in Collectanea in omnes divi Pauli Apostoli Epistolas Pars II) 
(PL, 192), Paris 1854, coll. 399-515. 

PETR. LOMB., Sent. = PETRUS LOMBARDUS, Sententiae in IV libris 
distinctae I-II [books I-II, III-IV|- ed. I. BRADY (Spicilegium Bonaven- 
turianum, 4-5), Grottaferrata 1971—1981. 

Petr. TAR., In IV Sent. = [PETRUS DE TARANTHASIA], Innocenti 
Quinti pontificis maximi, in IV libros Sententiarum commentaria, ed. 
Arnaldum Colomerium, Tolosa 1652. 

RAB. MAUR., In Mt. = RABANUS MAURUS, Commentarius in 
Matthaeum — ed. B. LórsrEpT (CCCM 174A), Turnhout 2001. 

RicH. MED., /n IV Sent. — Richardi de Media Villa ordinis divi 
Francisci sacre theologie professoris perspicacissimi in quartum Senten- 
tiarum theologicarum Petri Lombardi, led. Jacques Mareschal pro Si- 
mone Vincent], Lyon 1512. 


RICH. Vict, In Apoc. = RICHARDUS DE SANCTO VICTORE, In 
Apocalypsim Iohannis Libri VII (PL, 196), Paris 1855, coll. 683-888. 
Ros. HaLIF., Lec. sup. Sent. = ROBERTUS HALIFAX, Lectura 


super libros Sententiarum, ms. Città del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica 
Vaticana, Vat. Lat. 1111. 
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Scor., Ord. = IOHANNES DUNS Scorus, Ordinatio (prologus et libri 
I-IV — ed. Commissio Scotistica, 14 vols., Rome 1950-2013. 

THOM. AQ., Catena Aurea = Thomae de Aquino Catena aurea. 
Editio scientifica electronica, fontibus repertis, tertuque emendato, ed. 
M. MORARD, et alii, in: Martin Morard, dir., Glossae Sacrae Scripturae 
electronicae [http:/ / Gloss-e.irht.cnrs.fr, CNRS (IRHT-LEM), work in 
progress (25 mars 2019). 

THOM. AQ., Comp. theol. = THOMAS DE AQUINO, Compendium 
theologiae (Opera omnia iussu Leonis XIII P.M. edita, vol. 42), Roma 
1979, pp. 75-205. 

THOM. AQ., In Sent. = Commentum in Quatuor Libros Senten- 
tiarum magistri Petri Lombardi, in Sancti Thomae Aquinatis doctoris 
angelici ordini Preaedicatorum Opera Omnia ad fidem optimarum edi- 
tionum, tom. VI., VII/1, VII/2, typis Petri Fiaccadori, Parmae 1858. 

THOM. AQ., Summa Th. = THOMAS DE AQUINO, Summa theologica 
(Opera omnia iussu Leonis XIII P.M. edita), Roma 1882-1948 (IIIa 
q. 1-59: 1903). 


CONRADUS DE ROTHENBURG 
Principium super IV Sententiarum (1409) 
ms. Klosterneuburg, Augustinerchorherrenstift, 315, ff. 263r-269r 


PETRUS REICHER DE PIRCHENWART 
Principium super IV Sententiarum (1417) 
ms. Gottweig, Benediktinerstiftbibliothek, 261 (272), ff. 1ra-14vb 


[INITIUM TEXTUS PETRI] 

1. |1ra| Humili desiderio ego inscius ingenioque pusillus, ad superbe- 
nedicte Trinitatis et totius celestis curie laudem, aliorum quoque pro- 
fectum ac mei utilitatem michi per multum necessariam, desiderans ar- 
duum hunc salutis portum atque latissimum, altissimas scilicet scrip- 
turarum divinarum Sententias doctoris eximii PETRI LONGOWARDI di- 
scendo ac legendo adire, prout Altissimus de immensa sua misericordia, 
gratia et liberalitate in processu dederit, in quibus equidem Sententiis, 
utique sapientia divinorum acquiritur et scientia eternorum hauritur, 
nec non perutiliter salus humana invenitur veluti ipsam rerum magistra 
edocet experientia, primum et pre omnibus necessario recurrere habeo 
cum suspiriis et devotione sincera ad Dei Patris potentiam, ad Dei Fi- 
lii sapientiam atque ad Spiritus Sancti clementiam, eo quod puteus iste 
altus est, Ioh. 4<11>, et in quo hauriam aquam sapientie atque doc- 
trine non habeo, nisi ille porrigat qui non improperat, sed dat omnibus 
affluenter, Jac. 1<5>. 

2. Flecto igitur genua mentis mee ante thronum sanctissime et incom- 
prehensibilis Trinitatis, pulsando humiliter et postulando constanter Dei 
Patris confortatricem potentiam ne tanto labore depressus succumbam; 
Dei Filii regulatricem sapientiam ne errore seductus a veritate deviem; 
Spiritus Sancti consolatricem pietatem et clementiam ne tedio devictus 
deficiam, petens cum Salomone sapientiam, dicens: Da mihi, Domine, 
|1rb| sedium tuarum assistricem sapientiam, «Sap. 9,47; ut sciam quid 
acceptum sit aput te omni tempore. Scit enim illa omnia et intelligit, et 
noli me reprobare a pueris tuis, quoniam servuus tuus ego sum et filius 
ancille tue, Sap. 9«4—-5»; et infra: emitte illam de celis sanctis tuis et 
a sede magnitudinis tue, ut mecum sit et mecum laboret. Sap. 9<16> 

3. Et presertim sapientiam quarti libri Sententiarum, de qua ad pre- 
sens indigebo, postulo a Domino dicens cum beato AUGUSTINO, XI 
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Confessionum: * Vide pater, aspice, approba et place in conspectum mi- 
sericordie tue invenire me gratiam ante te, ut aperiantur michi pulsanti 
interiora sermonum tuorum. Obsecro te per Ihesum Christum Filium 
tuum qui sedet ad dexteram tuam et interpellat pro nobis, in quo sunt 
omnes thesauri sapientie et scientie absconditi. Ipsos, Domine, quero in 
libris tuis? Aperiantur — inquam — michi ut “audiam et intelligam" 
Hec ille. Et non immerito sic oro quia, ut dicit idem doctor: “Omne 
bonum nostrum aut Deus est, aut a Deo," nam omne datum optimum et 
omne donum perfectum desursum est, descendens a Patre luminum, Jac. 
1«17», ad quem etiam omne bonum creatum finaliter ordinatur. Hoc 
autem bonum est ipsa immensa et ineffabilis Trinitas, Pater et Filius et 
Spiritus Sanctus, in cuius nomine et de cuius confisus <sum> auxilio. 

4. Iuxta laudabilem harum scolarum theologicarum conswetudinem 
hactenus observatam, tria pro presenti habebo facere. 

5. Primo, quidem divinam sapientiam, omni laude dignam sacris- 
simam scilicet Scripturam brevi collatione recommendare, specialiter 
tamen quatuor librorum Sententiarum scientiam et sapientiam, atque 
specialibus scientiam quarti libri Sententiarum, cuius lectioni |1va| in- 
sistam. 

6. Secundo, quippe protestatione laudabili non minus digna sicut ne- 
cessaria premissa habebo unius questionis principalis circa materias prin- 
cipales quatuor librorum Sententiarum movende unum articulum divi- 
dere. Et cum reverendo magistro meo, magistro IOHANNE DE GMUNDEN 
sacre theologie baccalario actuque Sententias legenti conferendo habebo 
articulum collativum subinferre, cum quo — licet immeritus — lecturus 
Sententias, per Dei gratiam, concurram. 

7. Tertio, universis et singulis patribus, magistris ac dominis, scolas 
illas theoloycas, in persona mea exili, hodie honoraturis debitas habebo 
referre gratiarum actiones. 

8. Primus articulus. Quantum ad primum premissorum, resumo 
thema precedentium meorum principiorum Matthei 1<1> scriptum, vi- 
delicet illud liber generationis Ihesu Christi. Honorabiles patres, magi- 
stri et domini ceteri in Christo Ihesu sinceriter predilecti, quamquam 
thematis verba de libro materiali, Ewangelio scilicet Matthei generatio- 
nem Ihesu Christi temporalem sufficientissime continente, ad litteram 
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sint dicta, eo ipso quia liber habet hoc sibi proprium quod ab hiis nomi- 
natur, que in eo pertractamur. Dicuntur namque libri logici ‘sermocina- 
les’, quia ea que sunt sermonis, ordinant; et sic libri ‘theoloyci’ dicuntur, 
quia que Dei sunt, considerant; quare et Ewangelium Matthei, quod 
divino suffragamine pro primo meo curs, taliter qualiter valui, legi. 

9. Hoc nomen ‘liber generationis Ihesu Christi’ sibi vendicat, eo quod 
generationem Ihesu Christi prosequitur et pertractat, ut series eiusdem 
libri demonstrant; cuius signum est quod ab hac generatione incipit di- 
cens ‘liber generationis Ihesu Christi’ Hiis tamen, non obstante verba 
predicta, non incongrue ad illius divini libri |1vb| laudem, sacre videlicet 
theologie, videntur preassumpta, in quo etenim libro studiose legendo, 
generatio Christi Ihesu nobis in divina sapientia famelicis ac sitientibus 
multipliciter poterit manifestari cum effectu. 

10. Quem quidem librum scientie scilicet sanctissime, magistrorum 
nostrorum insignissimus venerabilis, ille magister PETRUS LOMBARDUS 
Parisiensis episcopus, in quatuor libris Sententiarum ex testimoniis ve- 
ritatis in eternum fundatis, a sanctisque doctoribus elucidatis ac ela- 
boratis; magister — compatiens ignorantie — suis laboribus sudorosis 
succinctius colligendo et perstringendo compegit et nobis communica- 
vit. Ut, et in eisdem libris discendo ac legendo Dei archana, non cuilibet 
viatori patefacta pariter, et eius potentiam, sapientiam eternam quoque 
Christi Ihesu generationem a Patre sine matre, et temporalem a ma- 
tre absque patre, necnon Spiritus Sancti a Patre et Filio processionem 
sempiternam et hiis similia inveniremus, circa que nonnulli periculo se 
deviarunt, quoniam plurimosque errores et piarum mentium deceptiones 
servaverunt. 

11. Videmus namque solis radios, oculos nostros ferre non posse, ymo 
eos excecare intuentur. In quo apparet quod una creaturarum, aliam 
sine fraude et sui «periculo» intueri non potest: quomodo ergo et ipsa 
poterit sine sui periculo vibrantem cernere vultum creatoris eterni? Ver- 
ba sunt beati AMBROSI in libro De Bono Mortis, cap. 18, quasi dicat: 
cum difficultate etiam experimur quod oculus corporalis, si solem cernat, 
obtunditur a Deo, quod et varietates colorum, in ipso solo non colorato, 
diiudicet, et |2ra| sinceritatem lucis ibi veraciter existentis non capiat. 
Sic et in proposito nostro. Ex quo liber divinalis sapientie, theologie sci- 
licet sacre lucis est imperscrutabilis misericordieque resplendentie, quia 
de in se manifestissimis, Deo scilicet et Trinitate personarum ac ipsarum 
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ab invicem originatione et essentie unice, et ceteris salutaribus documen- 
tis quam plurimus. 

12. Idcirco nonnulli in hunc librum ita, ut prefertur, arduum ocu- 
los suos intellectuales Trinitate propria figure presumentes et eius fla- 
grantiam ineffabilem quoque resplendentiam ferre non valentes, multum 
excecati sunt et in errores varios periculososque prolapsi, quod et varie- 
tas mutabilitatum que in Deo esse non possunt, ibi esse putarunt. Ut 
ARRIUS, essentie diversitatem et personarum inequalitatem; SABELLUS, 
personarum confusionem et nullus horum de essentie unitate et perso- 
narum Trinitate, Filiique generatione ac Spiritus Sancti processione suo 
ingenio potuit perscrutari, sed omnes defecerunt scrutantes scrutinia. 
Quamobrem circa has divinas veritates tot hereses pullularunt, quod 
presumptuosi scrutatores surrexerunt. Contra quos patres nostri, viri 
apostolici, non suo ingenio, sed Spiritus Sancti instinctu obicere quan- 
dam veritatis regulam, posuerunt rectam videlicet fidei qua omnis aditus 
doctrine pestifere obstruere cognoverunt. 

13. Hanc autem fidei regulam, in hoc divinali libro generationis Ihe- 
su Christi,’ sacre scilicet theologie copiosissime conscriptam habemus, et 
difi<ni>te MAGISTER noster egregius quasi summarie in quatuor libris 
Sententiarum perstruxit. |2rb| Ubi et docemur quid credendum, quid 
sperandum, quid diligendum et qualiter, quid operandum et quid omit- 
tendum. Et presertim in primo Sententiarum instruimur de altissimis 
Trinitatis misteriis: de generatione eterna Filii a Patre et Spiritus Sanc- 
ti a Patre et Filio tamquam ab uno spirationis principio processione; 
de unitate essentie trium personarum divinarum, et ergo personarum 
pluralitas non repugnat summe simplicitati Dei aliqualiter. Et generali- 
ter in hoc quadripartito Sententiarum libro nobis succinte describuntur 
singula ad salutem necessaria. 

14. Magis tamen expresse in totali libro pagine divine, qui ‘liber’ est 
‘generationis Ihesu Christi’, cui et summo opere insistere debemus, ut et 
in via, vite et veritatis ambulemus, cum de se dicat hic liber, Ioh. 14<6>: 
Ego sum via, veritas et vita. Etiam ob hoc, ut ne in deviis seducamur, et 
qui hunc librum audit non confundetur, vitamque eternam possidebit, 
Eccli. 24«30-32»: qui audit me non confundetur, et qui operantur in me 
non peccabunt, et qui elucidant me, vitam eternam habebunt, et sequitur: 
hec omnia liber vite, et testamentum Altissimi et agnitio veritatis. 

15. In hoc nempe de mali, libro Christo Ihesu singulariter regenera- 
mur ipsius precepta, documenta et monita salutaria adimplendo, quia 
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et liber est monimenti, id est cuiuslibet fidelis movens mentem, Mal. 
3<16>: et scriptus est liber monimenti coram eo, unde et ad saluta- 
ria invitat et mentes nostras Christo reconciliat. Sicut etenim Christus 
Dominus sua passione nos de morte ad vitam regeneravit et sufficien- 
tissime salvos fecit, |2va| secundum illud Matthei «1,21», ubi thema: 
Ipse enim salvum faciet populum suum a peccatis eorum; et illud Act. 
4<12>: Nec enim nomen aliud datum est sub celo hominibus, in quo 
oporteat nos salvos fieri, et ibi mentio fit de nomine Ihesu Christi. 

16. Sic et hic de malis, sapientie liber, suis splendoribus saluberrimis, 
nos qui summa generatio Christi Ihesu illuminando ac viam veritatis 
ostendendo sibi de interitu ad eternum gaudium regenerat; quare con- 
vientissime ‘liber generationis Ihesu Christi’ appellatur. Habet namque 
studiosus in hoc libro quid proficiat, curiosus ad quid prospiciat et lan- 
gworosus quid reficiat. Igitur hunc librum in armario cordis tanquam 
testimonium nostre promissionis diligenter recondere debemus, prout 
nobis precipit Dominus, Deut. 31<26>, dicens: tollite librum istum et 
ponite eum in latere arche federis Domini Dei vestri, ut sit ibi contra te 
in testimonium, omnium scilicet virtutum, veritatum ac mediorum ad 
Christi agnitionem perducentium. 

17. Unde et liber iste doctor est virtutum et *via per quam recte 
itur ad Deum,” ut dicit YSIDORUS libro I Sententiarum suarum, cap. 
19. Est et insuper omnium aliarum scientiarum regulatio, omne quoque 
questionum suo modo determinatio; dicente beato GREGORIO in suis 
Moralibus in hec verba: “Deus tale constituit eloquium per quod cunc- 
torum questionum satisfacit," et subiungit: “In Scripture enim sacre 
eloquio singula nobis necessaria, si requirimus, invenimus.” Et hoc est 
quod dicit beatus AUGUSTINUS, II De Doctrina « Christiana» ad hoc 
propositum loquens in hiis verbis: cuncta scientia que queritur et que 
gentilium collecta est, si divinarum Scripturarum scientie comparetur, 
ipsa quidem sic se habet, nam si ibi |2vb| aliquid utile est, hic inveni- 
tur; si noxium, hic dampnatur. Et quidquid aliquis utiliter alibi didicit, 
multo habundantius hic inveniet et omnia hic mirabili altitudine discun- 
tur. Unde et PROSPER in De Vita Contemplativa, cap. 8, in hoc libro 
inquit: ^Homo se totum velud in speculo considerare potest, nec quod 
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in se pravum deprehenderit corrigat, quod rectum teneat, quod difforme 
componat, quod pulchrum servet, quod sanum excolet, quod infirmum 
assidua lectione corroboret, Domini sui precepta infatigabiliter legat, 
inexistimabiliter diligat, efficaciter impleat. Et quid sit cavendum, quid 
ne sectandum sit, ab eis sufficienter instructus agnoscat;" quia omnis sa- 
cra Scriptura divinitus inspirata utilis est ad docendum, arguendum et 
corripiendum iniustitia<m>, ut perfectus sit homo Dei ad omnem opus 
bonum, 2 Ad Thim. 3<17>, quia dicit beatus AUGUSTINUS in Prologo 
Super Psalterium quod hunc *de causa a Spiritu Sancto conscripta sit, 
ut et ex ea tamquam ex communi quodam sanitatis fonte, omnes nobis 
remedia propriis passionibus assumamus." 

18. Hic etenim liber divinalis scientie sacre scilicet theologie ocu- 
los mentis obtenebratos disserenat, inimicum destruit et testimonium 
sapientie intellectui prestat; prout beatus AUGUSTINUS, XII Confessio- 
num inquit in hiis verbis: “Domine, celos tuos opera digitorum tuorum, 
disserena oculis nostris et nubilum quo subtexisti eos. Ibi est testimo- 
nium tuum sapientia prestans parvulis, et perfice, Deus meus, laudem 
tuam ez ore infantium et lactentium Et subdit: “Neque enim novimus 
alios libros, ita destruentes |3ra| inimicum et defensorem, resistendo re- 
conciliationi tue, defendendo peccata sua. Non novi alia tam casta elo- 
quia, que sic mihi perswaderent confessionem et lenirent cervicem meam 
iugo tuo et me invitarent te colere gratis". Hec ille. 

19. Idcirco merito hic liber de se dicit, illud Eccli. 24-25»: in me 
gratia omnis vie et veritatis, vite et virtutis, quia est liber mandatorum 
Dei et lex que est in eternum, omnes qui tenent eam pervenient ad vitam, 
Bar. 4«11». Nescit enim fallere nec falli, quia non humana voluntate 
allatus est, sed Spiritu Sancto inspirati locuti sunt sancti Dei homines, 2 
Petr. 1<21>; et Sap. 9<17>: Sensum autem tuum quis sciet, nisi tu de- 
deris sapientiam et miseris Spiritum Sanctum de altissimis? Et hoc est 
quod dicitur Ioh. 14<26> Paraclitus autem «Spiritus» Sanctus quem 
mittet Pater in nomine meo, ille vos docebit omnia. Et ibidem 16<13>: 
cum autem venerit Spiritus ille veritatis, docebit vos omnem veritatem. 
Rursum hic liber congrue de se dicere potest illud Prophete: accedite ad 
me et illuminamini, et facies vestre non confundentur, Ps. 33«6». Et 
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illud Eccli. 24<26>: Transite ad me, omnes qui concupiscitis me, et a 
generationibus meis adimplemini, quis itaque ita piger, qui ad hunc li- 
brum non accurrat, cum dicat: ‘Transite ad me omnes,’ quis insuper ita 
eger erit, qui ad hoc non sufficiat; cum dicat: ‘omnes qui concupiscitis 
me,’ quis denique ita miser quem hic liber non reficiat; cum dicat: ‘et a 
generationibus meis adimplemini,' |3rb| generationes etenim huius libri 
consistunt in Dei mandatorum apprehensione ac diligenti cognitione ef- 
fectuosaque executione, quibus premium adicitur eternum, Mt. 21<43>: 
amen, amen dico vobis, quia auferetur a vobis regnum et dabitur genti 
facienti fructus eius, id est complenti scripta monita et mandata huius 
libri. 

20. Et igitur dicitur Eccli.<24,31> ubi supra: et qui elucidant me 
habebunt vitam eternam, et Apoc. 3: qui vicerit, id est ad consilium et 
preceptum huius libri vixerit, sic vestietur vestibus albis, id est dotibus 
eterne claritatis, impassibilitatis, agilitatis et subtilitatis, et non delebo 
nomen eius de libro vite, Apoc. 3,5» id est ab eterna Dei sapientia, 
memoria et mente; que secundum sanctum THOMAM in Scripto, primi 
«libri» dist. 40: dicitur ‘liber vite’ prout in eo predestinati dicuntur 
scripti, similiter et reprobi, in quantum mens divina habet similitudi- 
nes et notitias quibus potest vita cuiuslibet viventis cognosci perfecte et 
importari distincte. Secundum illud Ps. 138<13>: in libro tuo omnes 
scribentur, tamen diversimode, quia etsi reprobi videantur ibi scripti, 
propter iustitiam et gratiam ad tempus ei collatam; tamen post hoc 
^agnoscuntur deleti quando labuntur per culpam et dampnantur per 
penam," ut dicit RICHARDUS «DE SANCTO VICTORE> Super Apoca- 
lypsim, libro I. Non sic autem predestinati scripti sunt in hoc vite libro, 
sed indelibiliter, saltem finaliter et ultimate. Ad quos et Dominus dicit 
verba que secuntur Apoc. «3,5» ubi supra: et confitebor nomen eius 
coram Patre meo et coram angelis eius. Ad hunc nempe librum, aures 
omnis populi erant |3va| erecte, Neh. 8<3>. 

21. Que singula nos cunctos utique monere deberet, ut et ferventi 
desiderio summa quoque diligentia huic libro insisteremus, ut et tandem 
digne libro vite indelibiliter inscripti finaliter permaneremus. Et ideo 
tempus nobis a Deo gratuite collatum, in tam delectabili opere, studio 
videlicet theologie exponamus, iugiter cum affectu. In hac quippe scien- 
tiarum domina, quies invenitur finalis, ut testatur ALPHORABIUS, libro 
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De ortu et ordine scientiarum, dicens: "scientia divina est finis scien- 
tiarum et perfectio earum, et post illam non restat alia inquisitio; ipsa 
est finis ad quem tendit omnis inquisitio et in ea quiescit," quod atten- 
dens sapiens, dixit: sapientia illa nihil locupletius, nichil utilius, Sap. 8 
<5-7>, et subdit causam, quia sobrietatem et prudentiam docet, iusti- 
tiam et virtutem, quibus nichil est utilius hominibus in hac vita. Unde 
HuGo in suo Dydascalicon de hac sapientia divina loquens, sic inquit: “- 
Quidquid in hac sacra Scriptura docetur, veritas est; quidquid precipitur, 
bonitas est; quidquid promittitur, felicitas est," quia Deus — principa- 
liter intentus et inquisitus in hac scientia — “est bonitas sine malitia, 
veritas sine fallacia et felicitas sine miseria" Hec denique divinorum 
notitia, figura et ymago est future nostre glorie, et presens nostra bea- 
titudo, dicente Salvatore: hec est vita eterna, ut cognoscam te, verum 
Deum, et quem misisti Ihesum Christum, Ioh. 17<3>. Ymo per ipsam 
omnis beatitudo hic quodammodo in presenti vita inchoatur et in pa- 
tria continuando consummatur. Inter hec igitur divina archana discendo 
vivamus, ista meditemur, |3vb| nichil aliud curemus nosse, nichil aliud 
querere; per ipsam iam enim videmur hic in terris, regni celestis partici- 
pes, igitur discamus in terris ea quorum nobis scientia perseverat in celis, 
ait IERONIMUS in Prologo Galleato. Que singula, cum advertit magister 
noster venerabilis, magister PETRUS LOMBARDUS Parisiensis episcopus, 
et quesivit illam scientiam divinam tam salutarem ut prefertur, et inve- 
nit; quam inventam, nobis distribuit et in quatuor libris Sententiarum 
nobis conscripsit, per quem sicut per fundamentum hereses radicitus 
evellentur et eliminantur. 

22. Hic PETRUS merito 'totius Ecclesie doctor! est nuncupandus, quia 
veritatem fidei et altissima libri vite infallibilis misteria, prout Spiritus 
sanctus dabat eloqui illi, nobis aperuit et manifestavit, et hoc in primo 
libro. In secundo vero generationem et creationem creaturarum ratio- 
nabilium ab uno principio immateriali et eterno nobis declaravit. Et 
in tertio salvationem et reparationem humani generis per Ihesu Christi 
mortem, a statu primeve conditionis per peccatum lapsi elucidavit et de- 
duxit. In quarto vero Christum Dominum in forma humana ad iudicium 
venturum, et hoc in seculi consummatione luculenter explanavit, quia 
igitur in hoc Sententiarum libro archana legis ewangelice nobis reseran- 
tur, multa quoque salutaria documenta proponuntur, per que Christo 
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divino multifarie regeneramur. Non immerito de isto libro, similiter et 
de tota Scriptura Sacra, ab initio dixi liber generationis Ihesu Christi', 
que fuerunt verba thematis a principio assumpta et taliter debiliter — 
ut audistis — introducta. |4ra| 

23. Divisio. In quibus quidem verbis correspondenter ad ea que dic- 
ta sunt, similiter et ad materias quatuor librorum Sententiarum, nobis 
quatuor insinuantur intelligenda iuxta quatuor thematis verba. Primo 
namque Trinitas infallibilis, que liber est vite, in se omnium predestina- 
torum et reprobatorum continens similitudines et notitias, intelligenda 
demiratur per ‘liber’, de quo in primo. Secundo, omnium creaturarum 
generatio et specialiter rationalium, permultum gratiosa creatio mani- 
festatur per ‘generationis’, de quo in secundo. Tertio, totius generis 
humani per peccatum lapsi, per Christi Ihesu mortem et passionem re- 
demptio salutaris reseratur per ‘Ihesu’, de quo in tertio. Quarto, hominis 
redempti ac sacramentaliter uncti et curati per Christum Dominum in 
forma humanam appariturum in fine seculi, diiudicatio declaratur per 
‘Christi’, de quo in quarto. 

24. Dimissis concordantiis et reservatis primo, secundo et tertio mem- 
bris ad sua loca, dixi quarto quod in themate nostro, nobis hominis 
redempti ac sacramentaliter uncti et curati per Christum Dominum in 
forma humana appariturum, in fine seculi diiudicatio intelligenda decla- 
ratur per ‘Christi’, et hoc quoad quartum librum quem nunc preambulus 
habemus. 

25. Est etenim hec notitia quarti libri Sententiarum de curatione 
sacramentali efficaciaque sacramentorum et de Christi adventu in forma 
humana ad iudicium finale, ubi equidem cuilibet homini secundum sua 
merita et demerita remetietur; per quod et Christus iudicaturus filios 
perditionis a filiis regni segregabit, cuilibet finem suum statuendo; quare 
non immerito ‘liber generationis Ihesu Christi’, id est omnium hominum, 
a Christo genitorum regeneratio et renovatio nuncupatur. 

26. Ubi |4rb| considerandum occurit quod ‘Christus’ nomen unctio- 
nis est, ut patet ex Scripturarum testimoniis et interpretatione nominis. 
Unde dicit « Magna» Glosa super Ad Hebr. 1<9>, propterea unxit te 
Deus, Deus tuus, oleo letitie etc.: “Christus dicitur a crismate. ‘Crisma’ 
autem grece ‘unctio’ est latine” Est autem Christus Dominus unctus non 
secundum naturam divinam, sed humanam, ut asserit « Magna» Glosa 
super dicto verbo Apostoli preallegato, dicens: *unctus est Deus a Deo, 
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et ipse Deus ut ungeretur homo erat? Et EUSEBIUS in Prefatione su- 
per Ecclesiasticam Historiam dicit: “Christus non humanis op<er>ibus 
quesita sumpsit unguenta, sed novo ac singulari modo paterno spiritu 
unctus Christus efficitur? Ex quo habetur quod “non olei liquore, sed 
virtute celestis gratie perunctus est." 

27. In quo differt a christis typicis qui et oleo corporali unguntur: 
Christus autem Dominus unctus est ad eminentiam status presidendi 
creaturis rationabilibus in hiis quibus ad finem suum ordinantur, cuiu- 
smodi sunt sacramenta nove legis que gratie sunt collativa, ad eterna 
quoque gaudia perductiva. Unde humanum genus videns se tante deiec- 
tum, vulneratum et eterna luce privatum, ut et singulis remediis tunc 
gratuite collatis lucem eterne claritatis attingere non valeret, efficaciora 
remedia et auxilium postulare cogebatur, et ita ad Dominum clamare: 
^Pater, at pateant tibi vulnera mea, coram te est egritudo mea, tu vides 
quantum sauciatus sum et langwidus, medicinam qua saner tribue, me- 
delam qua curer impende, disrumpe celos et mitte quem missurus es, qui 
vulnera mea tangat et ingressum glorie aperiat.” Hiis et simillibus Pater 
misericordiarum et totius consolationis |4va| flexus, cum venit plenitudo 
temporis. 

28. Librum generationis Ihesum Christum, Dominum nostrum in le- 
ge promissum misit querere et salvum facere quod perierat, qui quidem 
liber misericordisssimus et samaritanus, scilicet Ihesus Christus, videns 
humanum genus vulneratum ita et deiectum, misericordia motus appro- 
prians, tetigit et alligavit vulnera eius efficaciora remedia ymo saluberri- 
ma per sacramentorum nove legis institutionem adhibendo, que et gratie 
sunt causativa, que quidam gratia melior est quam originalis iustitia: ip- 
sa enim sola est que clare discernit inter filios regni et perdicionis. 

29. Differunt tamen vetere ac nove legis sacramenta ad ipsam gratiam 
ordinantur. Illa namque vetere scilicet legis sacramenta promittebant 
tantum gratiam et ipsam significabant. Illa autem nove scilicet legis sa- 
cramenta non tantum promittunt aut significant, sed ipsam largiuntur et 
salutem. Ut ait beatus AUGUSTINUS super Ps. 73, et allegat MAGISTER 
dist. la quarti «libri»: “Ideo et circumcisio mutata est per baptismum, 
quia baptismus communior et perfectior est. Ibi enim dimittebantur 
peccata, sed non conferebatur adiutrix gratia.” Unde Abrahe, iam per 
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fidem iustificato, circumcisio signaculum erat fidei, ut patet Ad Rom. 
4«1-12»; “sed nichil ei intus contulit gratie," ut dicit MAGISTER loco 
preallegato. Et si conferebat, non tamen de se suffecit ad salutem, quia 
nondum solutum erat redemptionis precium. Per baptismum vero pec- 
cata delentur et *gratia adiutrix confertur et virtutes augentur," ut dicit 
MAGISTER, dist. la quarti «libri», cap. 7; et hoc est quod dicit beatus 
AUGUSTINUS in libro Contra Faustum: *Prima sacramenta qui observa- 
bantur in lege prenunciativa |4vb| erant Christum venturum, que cum 
adventu Christus implevisset, ablata sunt; et ideo ablata, quia imple- 
ta: non enim venit solvere legem, sed adimplere. Et alia sacramenta 
instituta sunt virtute maiora, utilitate meliora, actu feliciora, numero 
pauciora." 

30. Magnus itaque ille medicinalis liber regenerans humanum genus, 
Christus Ihesus veniens ad hoc egrotum genus vulneribus ipsius qui in- 
ciderat in latrones. Et qui quasi semivivus relictus fuerat, infudit vinum 
et oleum, scilicet austeritatem comminationum et blandimenta promis- 
sionum; alligans vulnera preceptis et salutaribus sacramentis, quorum 
efficacia ex ipsius morte et passione profluxit, ut dicit MAGISTER, dist. 
2a quarti «libri». Et concordat illud Ioh. 19<34>: et unus militum 
lancea latus eius aperuit, et continuo exivit sangwis et aqua. Ubi AUGU- 
STINUS, *vigilanti — inquit — verbo ewangelista usus est ut non diceret 
‘percussit’ aut ‘vulneravit’ aut aliquid aliud, sed ‘aperuit’, ut illic quo- 
dammodo vite hostium panderetur, unde sacramenta Ecclesie manarent, 
sine quibus ad eterna gaudia non intratur." 

31. Et horum intuitu liber generationis Ihesus Christus venit in mun- 
dum ut scilicet istis mediis ipsum salvum faceret, et quod omnis qui 
crederet in eum in tenebris non maneret, sed haberet vitam eternam, 
Ioh. 3«16». Quibus factis, reliquit mundum et venit ad Patrem unde 
exivit, loh. 16<28>, exivi a Patre et veni in mundum, iterum relin- 
quo mundum et vado ad Patrem, tandem et in fine seculi iterum veniet, 
data sibi omni potestate que in celo est et in terra iudicare |5ra| vivos 
et mortuos, et unicuique reddere iuxta opera sua bona vel mala, tunc 
nempe illuminabuntur abscondita tenebrarum, tunc revelabuntur consi- 
lia cordium, tunc libri pandentur, tunc etiam cogitationes et conscientie 
singulorum patebunt. 
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32. Unde Dan. 7<9-10> dicitur: Tunc vetustus dierum sedit, et libri 
aperti sunt coram eo; quod exponens MAGISTER, dist. 43a quarti <li- 
bri», dicit: “Libri sunt conscientie singulorum, que tunc aperientur aliis. 
Et tunc implebitur illud nichil occultum quod non reveletur.<Mt. 12, 
26» Adveniente enim summo iudice non solum tenebre aeris illumina- 
buntur, sed etiam manifestabuntur abscondita cordium, et hoc “divina 
virtute fiet, ut cuilibet opera sua bona vel mala cuncta in memoriam 
revocentur, et mentis intuitu mira celeritate cernantur, ut accuset vel 
excuset hominem conscientiam eaque teste salvetur vel dampnetur.” Hec 
MAGISTER. 

33. Et hoc est quod dicitur Apoc. <20,12>: et libri aperti sunt et 
alius liber apertus est, qui est vite, et iudicati sunt mortui ex hiis que 
scripta erant in libris, secundum opera ipsorum. Et, paucis interposi- 
tis, subditur: et qui non est inventus in libro vite scriptus, missus est 
in stagnum ignis. Et Dan. 12<1> dicitur: in tempore illo salvabitur 
popolus tuus, ommis qui inventus fuerit scriptus im libro vite. Et su- 
biungitur: multi de hiis qui dormiunt in terre pulvere evigilabunt, alii in 
vitam eternam, et alii in obprobrium, ut videant semper.<Dan. 12,2» 
Et sequitur: qui autem docti fuerint, fulgebunt quasi splendor firmamen- 
ti; et qui ad iustitiam erudiunt multos, quasi stelle in perpetuas |5rb| 
eternitates.<Dan. 12,3» 

34. Idcirco honorabiles patres et domini, opera huius mundi tenebra- 
rum scilicet a nobis abiciamus, in quibus non est salus, et induamur 
huius divine lucis radio, sacra scilicet theologia, et presertim huius quar- 
ti libri notitia, que virtutem, ordinem ac legem sacramentorum diserte 
edocet, necnon de Christi Domini adventu ad iudicium horribile et ama- 
rum valde petamus eam nobis donari, cum propheta orante: illuminet 
vultum suum super nos, Ps. 66<2>; ipsam enim est lumen directum in 
agendis salutaribus et dimittendis obnoxiis; dicente propheta, Ps. 118 
«105»: lucerna pedibus meis verbum tuum, et lumen semitis meis, ut 
et illa scientia edocti fulgere valeamus splendore eterne vite, et illa coo- 
perante multos ad iustitiam erudire possimus, et fulgere finaliter sicut 
stelle in perpetuas eternitates, «Dan. 12,9» ut Christo scilicet Domino 
demum ad iudicium veniente et super sedem maiestatis sue sedente, su- 
mus oves locate a dextris eius. «Mt. 23,36» Quibus etiam sententiam 
iudiciariam proferendo, dicet: venite bendiciti Patris mei, possidite re- 
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gnum, vobis paratum a constitutione mundi, ubi thema 25<34>, quod 
nobis parare dignetur, idem Christus Dominus in secula seculorum be- 


nedictus, Amen. 
35. Et hec de primo principali. 


[TEXTUS PETRI] 


36. Quantum ad secundum 
principale, iuxta thema et mate- 
riam collationis talem formo titu- 
lum questionis: utrum liber vite 
infallibilis generatio creature ratio- 
nalis sit Ihesus, redemptor humani 
generis, et Christus in seculi fine 
iudicialiter appariturus singulis. 


Vide infra, $ 62: Est igitur questio 
nunc pertractanda hec: utrum di- 
vinus liber vite Christus Dominus, 
in forma humane infirmitatis sit in 
seculi fine singulis hominibus ap- 
pariturus, omnesque — tam bonos 
quam malos — districto suo iudi- 
cio iudicaturus. 


37. Hec questio duo |5va| sup- 
ponit et duo querit: primo nam- 
que supponit esse librum vite et in- 
fallibilem; secundo supponit illum 
librum esse generationem creature 
rationalis. Deinde querit an idem 


[INITIUM TEXTUS CONRADI] 


1. |263r| Quantum ad secun- 
dum premitto quod in primo prin- 
cipio meo in sententias iuxta mate- 
riam collacionis et conformiter ver- 
bis thematis movi hanc questio- 
nem: utrum divina lux iocundissi- 
ma eternaliter et universaliter dif- 
fusa sit temporaliter orta pro sa- 
lute gentium in tenebris ambulan- 
cium? Quam tunc divisi in qua- 
tuor articulos materijs quatuor li- 
brorum sententiarum applicandos, 
quorum primum, secundum et ter- 
tium tractavi in tribus principiis 
meis prioribus. 

2. Nunc restat tractare quartum 
de quo iuxta materiam quarti libri 
cuius lecture pro nunc insisto ta- 
lem movere volo quaestionem: 
utrum divina lux in forma humane 
infirmitatis in qua mundum lumine 
sue divinitatis illustravit, sit in fi- 
ne seculi omnibus hominibus appa- 
ritura omnesque tam bonos quam 
malos iudicatura? 

3. Ista questio querit duo: pri- 
mo querit utrum divina lux sit in 
fine seculi omnibus hominibus in 
forma humane nature apparitura; 
secundo querit utrum tunc sit om- 
nes tam bonos quam malos iudica- 
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liber sit Ihesus redemptor humani tura. 
generis; et secundo querit an etiam 

ille liber sit Christus in iudicio fi- 

nali singulis hominibus apparitu- 

rus. 


[TEXTUS PETRI] 


38. Contra primum suppositum arguo sic: nichil est liber vite, igi- 
tur. Assumptum probatur, quia vel liber vite esset quid creatum vel 
increatum, sufficienti divisione. 

39. Sed non primum, ut patet per GLOSA super illud Ps. 68<29>, 
deleantur de libro viventium, ubi sic inquit: “liber iste est notitia Dei 
qua predestinavit ad vitam quos prescivit.” Illa autem notitia est quid 
increatum, igitur. 

40. Sed nec secundum scilicet quod sit quid increatum, quia dicit 
GLOSA super illud Eccli. 24<32>, hec omnia liber vite, quod per "librum 
vite’ Novum et Vetus Testamentum intelligitur. Hoc autem est quid 
creatum, igitur. 

41. Item, in illo libro sunt scripti reprobi et predestinati, secundum 
illud Ps. 138<16>, et in libro tuo omnes scribentur. Sed iure increata 
non potest fieri scriptio, igitur. Deinde arguo quod ille liber non sit 
infallibilis per illud Ps. «68,29» allegati, deleantur de libro viventium, 
scilicet reprobi; quod non potest esse verum nisi ille liber aliquem primo 
«momento contineat reprobum, et post hoc non, et sic credens se ibi 
scriptum potest deleri de libro, et per consequens aliquis potest per illum 
librum falli; et ex consequenti sequitur ipse esse fallibilem. 

42. Contra secundum suppositum arguo sic: si liber iste generasset 
vel creasset rationalem creaturam, vel igitur in gratia equali vel inequali 
creasset totum illud aggregatum ex creaturis rationabilibus. Sed |5vb| 
nullum illorum est dicendum, igitur. 

43. Non primum, quia in statu innocentie ille liber, per quem om- 
nia facta sunt, angelis contulit meliora natalia et aliora gratuita quam 
hominibus, igitur in gratia inequali. 

44. Nec secundum, quia tam homines quam angelos creavit in gratia 
gratum faciente. De hominibus patet per EXPOSITORES super illud Lc. 
10<30>, Qui etiam expoliaverunt eum et plagis impositis abierunt etc., 
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dicentes de Adam: expoliaverunt gratuitis et vulneraverunt in natura- 
libus. Sed de angelis patet per beatum AUGUSTINUM, XII De Civitate 
Dei, cap. 9, ubi dicit quod “ille qui eos fecit, cum casto amore creavit 
simul, eis condens naturam et largiens gratiam", igitur. Ex istis sequi- 
tur quod creati sunt a libro isto vite in gratia equali, et sic relinquitur 
tandem illud suppositum dubium. 

45. Deinceps arguo contra primum quesitum: si Ihesus — qui est 
liber vite fecundissimus — redemisset humanum genus, aut igitur sua 
passione aut alio modo. 

46. Non primum, quia ante eius passionem nos redemit, igitur sua 
passione non. Argumentum probatur, quia ab instanti conceptionis sue 
nobis totum meruit, igitur sua passione non. Consequentia tenet, quia 
quod semel est meritum, non oportet iterato mereri. Sed argumentum 
probatur per MAGISTRUM, dist. 18a tertii «libri» cap. 4 dicentem: “non 
plus Christus meruit per crucis patibilum quam a conceptione meruit 
per gratiam virtutum." Confirmatur illa pars, quia humanum genus 
nunquam desiit esse Christi Ihesu, secundum illud Ps. 23«1»: Domini 
est terra et plenitudo eius, orbis terrarum et universi qui habitant in eo, 
igitur ipsum sua passione non redemit. Tenet consequentia, quia nullus 
emit vel redemit id quod nunquam desiit esse suum. 

47. Nec potest dici |6ra| secundum principale, scilicet quod alio modo 
humanum genus redemerit, quia non videtur quis esset ille alter modus, 
ymo nullus alter fuit possibilis, ut patet per illud Lc. 24<26> et ultimo: 
nonne hec oportuit pati Christum, et ita intrare in gloriam suam, ubi et 
mentio fit de Christi Domini passione. 


[TEXTUS PETRI] 


48. Demum arguo contra secun- 
dum quesitum questionis sic: si il- 
le liber vite qui est Christus es- 
set iudicialiter appariturus singu- 
lis, vel igitur secundum naturam 
humanam vel divinam. Sed nul- 
lum illorum, igitur. Maior nota 
sufficienti divisione, sed minor pro- 
batur, quia sic vel videretur in for- 


[TEXTUS CONRADI] 

4. Contra primum quesitum ar- 
guo sic: quia si sic, vel ergo appa- 
reret tunc omnibus secundum for- 
mam et naturam divinam, vel so- 
lum secundum humanam. Sed nul- 
lum illorum est dicendum, igitur. 
Maior nota sufficienti divisione, sed 
minor probatur. 
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ma gloriosa vel non gloriosa. 

49. Non primum, quia tunc 
dampnati delectarentur in forma 
illa; sed nullam delectationem ha- 
bebunt in conspectu iudicis, sed 
dolorem et tristitiam. Patet tamen 
consequentia, quia delectabile pre- 
sens et perceptum assensu delectat 
naturaliter. Etiam oculi corpora- 
les dampnatorum tunc erunt non 
gloriosi, igitur non poterunt videre 
corpus gloriosum. Nec secundum, 
scilicet quod in forma non gloriosa, 
quia illud videtur esse contra illud 
Lc. 21<27>, veniet cum potestate 
magna et maiestate. 

50. Nec secundum principale sci- 
licet quod secundum naturam di- 
vinam, quia secundum talem non 
potest videri sine gaudio et specia- 
li Dei adiutorio scilicet lumine glo- 
rie. Nullum gaudium tunc impii 
habebunt nec aliquod lumen glo- 
rie, igitur. 


51. Item, contra idem quesitum: 
nullum est iudicium finale in quo 
Christus Dominus singulis appare- 
bit, igitur. Argumentum probatur, 


5. Non primum quia secundum 
divinitatem non potest videri si- 
ne gaudio et speciali Dei adiutorio, 
scilicet lumine glorie. Non secun- 
dum quia si sic aut ergo videretur 
in forma gloriosa aut non gloriosa. 


6. Non primum quia tunc ite- 
rum sequeretur quod dampnati de- 
lectarentur in visione illius forme 
gloriose (delectabile enim presens 
et perceptum a sensu delectat). 
Nullam autem delectacionem ha- 
bebunt in conspectu iudicis, sed 
dolorem et timorem. Eciam appa- 
ret quod oculus corporalis non glo- 
riosus — cuiusmodi erunt tunc om- 
nes dampnatorum oculi — non pos- 
sit videre corpus gloriosum. Nec 
secundum quia id videtur esse con- 
tra illud quod scribitur Lc. 21 
<27>: veniet cum potestate ma- 
gna et maiestate. 

7. Secundo arguo contra secun- 
dum quesitum. Nullum est iudi- 
cium generale in fine seculi futu- 
rum, igitur etc. Argumentum pro- 
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quia Christus Dominus de singu- 
lis hominum operibus statim post 
mortem eorum iudicat, cum uni- 
cuique eorum pro meritis penas vel 
premia tribuit, igitur. Etiam pa- 
tet illud per illud Ps. «1,5»: non 
resurgunt impii in iuidicio, quod 
ideo dictum est secundum AUGU- 
STINUM, CASSIODORUM et <Ma- 


A Joint Edition 


batur quia Deus de singulis homi- 
num operibus statim post mortem 
eorum iudicat, cum unicuique eo- 
rum pro meritis penes vel premia 
tribuit. Confirmatur per illud Ps. 
«1,5»: non resurgunt impii in iu- 
dicio, quod ideo dictum est secun- 
dum AUGUSTINUM, CASSIODORUM 
et GLOSSA quia impii non iudica- 


buntur in iudicio futuro, sed iam 
iudicati sunt. 


gna» Glosa, |6rb| quia impii non 
iudicabuntur in iudicio futuro sed 
iam iudicati sunt, igitur. 


[TEXTUS PETRI] 


52. Sed in oppositum et pro veritate primi suppositi questionis est 
illud beati AUGUSTINI, XX De Civitate Dei, ubi inquit quod “prescientia 
Dei, que falli non potest, est liber vite;" sed huiusmodi prescientia est 
essentiale et appropriatur Filio scilicet Christo Domino, igitur. 

53. Sed pro veritate secundi suppositi est illud Ioh. 1<3>: omnia 
per ipsum facta sunt, et ibi mentio fit de Christo Domino, Dei verbo 
incarnato. Ex quo habetur: si omnia per ipsum facta sunt, quod etiam 
generatio creature rationalis. 

54. Sed pro veritate primi quesiti est illud Mt. 18<11>: venit enim 
F'ilius hominis salvare quod perierat, et illud Apostoli, Ad Rom. 4«25»: 
traditus est propter delicta nostra, et ibidem 8<32>: proprio Filio suo 
non pepercit Deus, sed pro nobis omnibus tradidit illum. Et illud MAGI- 
STRI, dist. 18a tertii «libri»: *hoc enim adepti sumus per mortem eius, 
scilicet redemptionem et filiorum glorie adoptionem. Ipse enim morien- 
do factus est hostia nostre liberationis," ubi et mentionem fecit de Ihesu 
Christo Domino. 
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[TEXTUS PETRI] 


55. Sed pro veritate secundi que- 
siti est illud quod scribitur Mt. 24 
«30»: Videbunt Filium hominis 
venientem in nubibus celi cum vir- 
tute multa et maiestate, et ibidem 
16 «27»: Filius hominis venturus 
est in gloria Patris sui cum ange- 
lis suis et tunc reddet unicuique se- 
cundum, opera sua; et in Symbolo 
dicitur: “venturus est iudicare vi- 
vos et mortuos.” 


56. Ex quibus omnibus singulis 
patet veritas questionis seu tituli 
questionis. 

57. Reverendissimi patres, ma- 
gistri ac domini in Christo Ihesu 
sinceriter predilecti, antequam ad 
decisionem illius questionis descen- 
dam habebo laudabiles protestatio- 
nes in hac eximia facultate |6va| 
theoloyca fieri conswetus premitte- 
re; deinde ad decisionem questio- 
nis me convertere. 


[TEXTUS PETRI] 


[TEXTUS CONRADI] 


8. In oppositum et pro veri- 
tate amborum quesitorum est illud 
quod scribitur Mt. 24 <30>: vide- 
bunt Filium hominis venientem in 
nubibus celi cum virtute multa et 
maiestate; et ibidem 16 «27»: Fi- 
lius hominis venturus est in gloria 
Patris sui cum angelis suis, et tunc 
reddet unicuique secundum opera 
eius. Item in Symbolo dicitur de 
Christo quod “venturus est iudica- 
re vivos et mortuos." 


9. Antequam vadam ad decisio- 
nem questionis protestor etc. 


58. Quantum ergo ad primum, protestor quod nec in hoc actu nec in 
quocumque aliquo, per Dei gratiam in futurum per me fiendo, intendo 
quidquid dicere, ymo penitus intendo non dicere quod sit contra deter- 
minationem sacrosancte ac universalis matris Ecclesie scilicet katholi- 
ce, aut quod esset contra canonem Biblie aut articulis fidei, aut dictis 
sanctorum doctorum ab Ecclesia approbatorum dissonum, aut quod sit 
articulis Parisiis aut alibi rationabiliter condempnatis, aut alteri doctri- 
ne erronee consonum, aut quod esset contra bonos mores, aut merito 
piarum aurium quovis modo offensivum. Si autem — quod Deus aver- 
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tat — oppositum alicuius horum in presenti actu aut in quocumque alio 
fecero, aut ex lapsu ligwe aut ex inadvertentia aut ex ignorantia mea, 
que permaxima est, revoco pro nunc sicut et ex tunc, et ex tunc sicut et 
pro nunc, petens haberi pro non dicto, submittens me in omnibus illis 
magistris et dominis meis egregiis et precipuis doctoribus videlicet sa- 
cre theologie huius alme Universitatis, similiter et aliis quorum interest 
taliter errantes corrigere et ad viam reducere veritatis. 

59. Insuper protestor quod intendo dicta magistri mei reverendi, ma- 
gistri JOHANNIS DE GMUNDEN cum quo lecturus Sententiam concurram, 
fideliter iuxta posse meum recitare, et presertim illa in quibus sibi con- 
tradicem in articulo collativo intendo, et si contrarium contigerit, non 
credar me hoc speciali occasione aut motivo sinistro facere velle. 


[TEXTUS PETRI] 


60. Istis itaque |6vb| protesta- 
tionibus, ut prefertur, premissis, ad 
dearticulationem questionis propo- 
site me converto, quantum corre- 
spondenter ad quatuor libros Sen- 


[TEXTUS CONRADI] 


10.  Premissa igitur protesta- 
tione questionem presentem divi- 
do in duos articulos. Prius erit 
ad primum quesitum tituli questio- 
nis responsivus, secundus ad se- 


tentiarum et materias in quattuor cundum. 
argumentis ante oppositum tactas, 
divido in quatuor articulos princi- 
pales — Domino auxiliante — per- 
tractandos. Quorum primus erit 
de primo supposito questionis, et 
talis: utrum in libro vite infallibi- 
li indelibiliter sunt scripti reprobi, 
similiter et predestinati. Secundus 
erit de secundo supposito questio- 
nis, scilicet iste: utrum Christus 
Dominus existens liber vite fecun- 
dissimus ab exordio creationis sue 
in equali creaverit gratia turmam 
nature angelice et humane. Ter- 
tius erit de primo quesito, et talis: 
utrum sicut Ihesus Dominus liber 
vite misericordissimus sua passio- 
ne sufficienter redemit humanum 
genus, sic et alius modus ipsum re- 
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dimendi fuerit possibilis et magis 
congruus. Quartus erit de secun- 
do quesito, scilicet iste: utrum di- 
vinus liber vite Christus Dominus 
in forma humane infirmitatis sit in 
seculi fine singulis hominibus ap- 
pariturus, omnesque — tam bonos 
quam malos — districto suo iudi- 
cio iudicaturus. 

61. Pretermissis pro presenti pri- 
mo, secundo et tertio articulis ad 
libros eis correspondentes et eis re- 
servati, dicam nunc solum de quar- 
to tangente materiam illius quarti 
libri Sententiarum, quem primum 
librum lecturus sum, Domino con- 
cedente. 

62. Est igitur questio nunc per- 
tractanda hec: utrum divinus li- 
ber vite Christus Dominus, in for- 
ma humane infirmitatis sit in se- 
culi fine singulis hominibus appa- 
riturus, omnesque — tam bonos 
quam malos — districto suo iudi- 
cio iudicaturus. |7ra| Quam qui- 
dem questionem in tres divido arti- 
culos. Primus erit ad primum que- 
situm responsivus, secundus ad se- 
cundum, et tertius erit cum ma- 
gistro meo reverendo prememora- 
to scilicet magistro IOHANNE DE 
GMUNDEN collativus. 

63. Prima conclusio. Quan- 
tum ad primum, sit prima conclu- 
sio ista: quamvis divini libri scili- 
cet Christi Domini adventum in fi- 
ne seculorum sint multa signa pre- 
cessura, omnibus tamen viatoribus 


Vide supra, $ 2: Nunc restat trac- 
tare quartum de quo iuxta ma- 
teriam quarti libri cuius lecture 
pro nunc insisto talem movere volo 
questionem: utrum divina lux in 
forma humane infirmitatis in qua 
mundum lumine sue divinitatis il- 
lustravit, sit in fine seculi omni- 
bus hominibus apparitura omnes- 
que tam bonos quam malos iudi- 
catura? 


11. Quantum |263v| ad pri- 
mum sit conclusio prima: quam- 
vis divine lucis ortum in fine seculi 
sint multa signa precessura, omni- 
bus tamen viatoribus ignotum est 
tempus huius ortus. 
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tempus huiusmodi adventus peni- 
tus est ignotum. 

64. Prima pars patet per il- 
lud quod scribitur Lc. 21<25>, 
erunt signa in sole et luna et stellis 
etc. Et ut dicit sanctus THOMAS 
in Scripto, quarti «libri», quest. 
4a, in art. lo, dist. 48e: “Sanc- 
tus IERONIMUS ponit quindecim si- 
gna iudicium precedentia, sed ta- 
men ipse hec non asserit; sed in 
annalibus Judeorum se ea scrip- 
ta reperisse dicit, que etiam pa- 
rum verisimilitudinis habent Id- 
circo ea recitare non curo. Certum 
tamen est ex Ewangelio quod ad- 
ventum Christi ad iudicium mul- 
ta signa precedent; que autem illa 
sint, de facili sciri non potest. Si- 
gna namque que in Ewangeliis le- 
guntur, ut AUGUSTINUS dicit, Ad 
Eusicium in fine mundi, non so- 
lum pertinent ad adventum Chri- 
sti ad iudicium, sed etiam ad tem- 
pus destructionis lerusalem et ad 
adventum quo Christus continue 
Ecclesiam suam visitat. Ita quod 
forte si diligenter advertatur, nul- 
lum invenitur ad futurum adven- 
tum pertinere, ut ipse dicit, quia il- 
la signa que in Ewangeliis tangun- 
tur — sicut prelia, seditiones, ter- 
rores et huiusmodi — a principio 


111R articuli] correzi, articulo R. 
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12. Prima pars patet per illud 
quod scribitur Lc. 21 «25»: erunt 
signa in sole et luna et stellis etc. 
Item ut dicit sanctus THOMAS in 
Scripto super quartum, quest. 1 
quarti articuli, dist. 48: “Sanctus 
IERONIMUS ponit quindecim signa 
precedentia iudicium." Sed tamen 
sanctus IERONIMUS he signa “non 
asserit, sed in annalibus Iudeorum 
se ea reperisse scripta dicit, que 
etiam valde parum verisimilitudi- 
nis habent.” Ideo ea recitare mo- 
do non curo. Certum est tamen 
quod “adventum Christi ad iudi- 
cium venientis multa signa prece- 
dent. Que autem sint illa signa 
non de facili potest sciri. Signa 
enim que in Evangeliis leguntur, ut 
AUGUSTINUS dicit Ad Eusicium de 
fine mundi, non solum pertinent 
ad adventum Christi ad iudicium, 
sed etiam ad tempus destructionis 
lerusalem, et <ad> adventum quo 
Christus continue ecclesiam suam 
visitat, ita quod forte, si diligenter 
advertatur, nullum invenitur ad fu- 
turum adventum pertinere, ut ipse 
dicit, quia sola signa que in Ewan- 
geliis tanguntur, sicut pugne et ter- 
rores et huiusmodi, a principio hu- 
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humani generis fuerunt, nisi forte 
dicatur quod tunc temporis magis 
et magis invalescent, |7rb| sed se- 
cundum quam mensuram crescen- 
tia vicinum adventum denuntiet, 
incertum est. 

65. Sed secunda pars conclusio- 
nis probatur per illud Act. 1<7>: 
non est vestrum nosse tempora vel 
momenta que Pater posuit in sua 
potestate. In quo, ut dicit IERONI- 
MUS super illud Mt. 24<36>, de 
die autem illa nemo etc.: osten- 
dit quod ipse sciret, sed non fuit 
expediens apostolos nosse, ut sem- 
per incerti de adventu iudicis sic 
cotidie viverent, quasi die septimo 
iudicandi essent. 


66. Ex qua conclusione et eius 
probatione sequitur corellarie, quia 
sicud experientia teste multi erra- 
verunt, qui variis radicibus innixi, 
adventum Christi ad iudicium prac- 
ticaverunt sic et hodie, huiusmodi 
studio dediti stulto labore consu- 
muntur. 

67. Prima pars corellarii patet, 
quia aliqui practicaverunt adven- 
tum Christi dictum ad annum mil- 
lesimum, alii citra, alii ad MCCCC, 
sed notum est omnes tales errasse, 
ut patet ex experientia, igitur. Se- 


708 adventum] denuctiet sic add. sed del. ms. 
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mani generis fuerunt, nisi forte di- 
catur quod tunc temporis magis in- 
valescent; sed secundum quam men- 
suram crescentia vicinum adventum 
denuntient, incertum est." 


13. Secunda pars conclusionis 
probatur quia hoc tempus nosce 
non expedit viatoribus, et ideo hoc 
Deus sibi reservavit nemini viato- 
rum revelando, ut patet per illud 
Act. 1 «T7» quod Dominus di- 
xit amplius non est vestrum no- 
sce tempora vel momenta que Pa- 
ter posuit in sua potestate; in quo, 
ut dicit IERONIMUS super illud Mt. 
24 <36>: de die autem illa, osten- 
dit quod ipse sciret sed non fuit ex- 
pediens apostolis nosce, ut semper 
incerti de adventu iudicis sic cotti- 
die viverent quasi die alia iudican- 
di sint. 

14. Ex dicta conclusione et eius 
probatione sequitur corollarie quod 
sicut experientia teste multi qui va- 
riis radicibus innixi practicaverunt 
adventum Christi ad iudicium et 
finem mundi erraverunt, sic hodie 
huiusmodi studio dediti stulto la- 
bore consumuntur. 

15. Prima pars corollarii patet 
quia aliqui practicaverunt dictum 
adventum ad annum millesimum, 
allii citra, alii ad 1400, sed notum 
est ad experientiam quod omnis illi 
erraverunt. Secunda pars patet sa- 


720 cotidie] cottidie P. 724 


716-721 || 152R-157R ostendit — essent/sint: Cf. HIER., In Evang. Mt., IV, ad 
24,36, p. 231-32; BED. VEN., In Mt., IV, c. 24, c. 104D. 


140R 


145R 


150R 


155R 


160R 


165R 


170R 


740 


745 


750 


755 


760 


765 


cunda pars patet ex prima. 


68. Secunda conclusio: Quam- 
vis probabile sit angelos aliquos et 
homines beatos noscere tempus ad- 
ventus huius divini libri Christi sci- 
licet Domini in fine seculorum ad- 
venientis, pars tamen opposita ma- 
gis videtur esse de doctorum inten- 
tione. 

69. Prima pars probatur, quia 
dicit BONAVENTURA, 48a dist. 
quarti «libri», quod *in hoc est 
contentio inter doctores: quod qui- 
dam dicunt quod sic, quidam quod 
non.” Et subdit: “sed certe quid 
super hoc sit tenendum magis do- 
cebit experientia pro loco et tem- 
pore, quam nunc doceat scientia." 
Unde quia alique auctoritates vi- 
detur sonare quod angeli hoc no- 
scant, |7va| alique quod ignorant, 
sane dici potest quod illud no- 
tum est aliquibus angelis et bea- 
tis, aliquibus vero ignotum, sicut 
dicitur circa incarnationis miste- 
rium. Per hoc respondet ad il- 
lud Mc. 13«32», de die illa au- 
tem nemo novit, neque angeli in 
celo neque Filius, etc., quod in illa 
auctoritate — sicut patet ex GLO- 
SA — non excluditur Filius natu- 
ralis, sed adoptivus; neque exclu- 
duntur omnes angeli, sed illi qui 
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tis ex prima et ex probatione con- 
clusionis. 


16. Conclusio secunda. Quam- 


vis probabile sit angelos aliquos et 
homines beatos noscere tempus or- 
tus divine lucis in fine seculi, pars 
tamen opposita magis videtur esse 
de intencione doctorum. 


17. Prima pars probatur. Nam 
dicit BONAVENTURA 48 distinctio- 
ne quarti quod “in hoc est con- 
tencio inter doctores.” “Quidam di- 
cunt quod sic, quidam quod non", 
et subdit “sed certe quid super hoc 
sit tenendum magis docebit expe- 
riencia pro loco et tempore, quam 
scientia doceat nunc.” “Unde quia 
alique auctoritates videntur sona- 
re quod angeli hoc noscant, ali- 
que quod ignorent, sane dici potest 
quod illud notum sit aliquibus an- 
gelis et beatis, aliquibus vero igno- 
tum, sicut dicitur circa incarnatio- 
nis misterium.” |264r| Per hoc re- 
spondet ad illud Mc. 13 «32»: de 
die autem illa et hora nemo novit 
neque angeli in celo neque Filius 
etc., quod “in illa auctoritate sicut 
patet ex GLOSSA non excluditur 
Filius naturalis, sed adoptivus, nec 
excluduntur omnes angeli, sed illi 
qui sunt inferioris ordinis, nec ex- 
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sunt inferioris ordinis; nec exclu- 
duntur omnes homines, sed solum 
puri homines et viatores. Et sub- 
dit: vel dicendum quod non nove- 
runt sic quod aliis notificent, id est 
non ostendunt se scire. 

70. Sed quamvis illud sit pro- 
babiliter dictum, ut dicit secunda 
pars conclusionis, pars opposita ma- 
gis videtur esse de doctorum in- 
tentione. Quod patet, quia doc- 
tores qui circa illud Mt. 24 et Mc. 
13, de die autem illa etc., movent 
dubium: quomodo dictum sit ‘ne- 
que Filius,’ et solvunt; sed de ‘an- 
gelis et hominibus puris’ nam fa- 
ciunt questionem. Sed recte viden- 
tur supponere quod de omnbibus 
verum est vel sit absolute quod di- 
citur, de die autem illa et hora ne- 
mo scit, neque angeli etc. 


Tl. Item, illud tempus deter- 
minate scire non videtur pertine- 
re ad gloriam angelorum vel homi- 
num suorum beatorum, nec quoad 
hoc habent ministerium revelandi 
hominibus hic in terris, nec vide- 
tur aliqua alia causa quare eis ex- 
pediret hoc scire, igitur. 

72. Conclusio tertia: tempus 
adventus divini libri Christi Domi- 
ni in finali iudicio ad mundum no- 
tum est non solum Patri, sed et to- 
ti Trinitati, ymo et Christo homi- 
ni. 

13. Prima pars probatur, quia 


cluduntur omnes homines, sed so- 
lum puri homines et viatores." Et 
subdit “vel dicendum quod non no- 
verunt sic quod aliis notificent, id 
est non ostendunt se scire." 


18. Quamvis illud videatur pro- 
babiliter dictum, tamen ut dicit se- 
cunda pars conclusionis quoad an- 
gelos et homines puros pars oppo- 
sita magis videtur esse de inten- 
cione doctorum. Quod probatur 
quia doctores qui circa illud Mt. 
24 «36» et Mc. 13 «32»: de 
die autem illa etc., movent dubium 
quomodo dictum sit, scilicet ne- 
que Filius, et solvunt; sed de an- 
gelis et hominibus puris nullam fa- 
ciunt questionem, sed recte viden- 
tur supponere quod de omnibus il- 
lis verum sit absolute quod dicitur: 
de die autem illa et hora nemo scit 
neque angeli celorum. 

19. Item illud tempus scire de- 
terminate non videtur pertinere ad 
gloriam angelorum vel hominum 
beatorum, nec quoad hoc habent 
ministerium revelandi hominibus 
hic in terris, nec videtur aliqua alia 
causa quare eis expedieret hoc sci- 
re, igitur. 

20. Conclusio tertia. Tempus 
ortus divine lucis in finali iudicio 
notum est non solum Patri sed toti 
Trinitati, immo et Christo homini. 


21. Prima pars probatur quia 
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tempus illud notum est Patri; sed 
quidquid novit Pater, novit Filius 
et Spiritus Sanctus, |7vb| quia ea- 
dem est sapientia et scientia trium 
divinarum personarum, igitur. 


74. Secundam partem probat 
HILARIUS super illo Mc. 13, de 
die autem illa etc., per hoc quod 
Apostolus, Ad Col. 2<3> dicit de 
Christo: quod in ipso sunt omnes 
thesauri sapientie et scientie ab- 
sconditi. Ex quo patet quod Chri- 
stus in quantum homo hunc diem 
non ignorat. Et probat hoc ratio- 
ne: si Dominus glorie sui adventus 
diem ignorat, sequitur quod cre- 
dendus sit nature esse imperfecte, 
que et necessitatem habeat adve- 
niendum, et scientiam sui adven- 
tus non sit adeptus. Sed hoc im- 
pium est sentire, quia ex hoc Deo 
Patri deputabitur malignitatis af- 
fectus, si ei aderuit beatitudinis 
cognitionem, cui mortis indixerit 
prescientiam. Et CHRISOSTOMUS 
super Mt. sic arguit: “Si Christo 
homini datum est ut sciat — qua- 
liter oporteat iudicare — quod est 
maius, multo magis datum est sibi 
scire quod est minus, scilicet tem- 
pus iudicii? Et MAGISTER in ter- 
tio «libro», dist. 14a, cap. 20 di- 
cit: “Animam Christi per sapien- 
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tempus illud notum est Patri. Sed 
quidquid novit Pater hoc etiam 
novit Filius et Spiritus Sanctus, 
quia eadem est sapientia et scientia 
trium personarum in divinis, igi- 
tur. 

22. Secundam partem probat 
HILARIUS super illud Mc. 13 
«32»: de die autem illa etc., per 
hoc quod Apostolus, ad Col. 2 
«32 dicit de Christo quod in Chri- 
sto sunt omnes theusari sapientie 
et scientie absconditi. Ex quo se- 
quitur quod Christus inquantum 
homo hunc diem non ignorat. Item 
probat hoc racione. Si Domi- 
nus glorie sui adventus futuri igno- 
rat diem, sequitur quod credendus 
sit esse nature imperfecte que et 
neccessitatem habeat ad invenien- 
dum, et scientiam adventus sui 
non sit adepta. Sed hoc impium 
est sentire quia ex hoc Deo Pa- 
tri deputabitur malignitatis affec- 
tus, si ei ademerit beatitudinis co- 
gnitionem cui mortis indixerit pre- 
scientiam. Item CHRYSOSTOMUS 
Super Matthewm sic arguit: “Si 
Christo homini datum est ut sciat 
qualiter oporteat iudicare, quod 
est maius, multo magis datum est 
sibi scire, quod est minus, scili- 
cet tempus iudicii." Item MAGI- 
STER in tertio, dist. 14, cap. 2 
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tiam gratis datam in verbo Dei 
cui unita est, quod etiam perfec- 
te intelligit, scire omnia quod Deus 
scit," igitur. 

75. Sed diceres: ‘quid ergo di- 
cendum est ad illud Mc. 13, ubi 
dicitur: neque Filius, et Mt. 24: 
nisi solus Pater?’. 


16. Respondetur quod Filius di- 
citur nescire ex eo, quod non facit 
nos scire; ita exponunt communi- 
ter doctores. Unde AUGUSTINUS, 
I De Trinitate, et ponitur in GLO- 
SA, Mt. 24: “Quod ergo dicit ‘ne- 
scit’, intelligendum est ‘nesciens fa- 
cit?" Sic quod non ita sciebat, ut 
tunc discipulis iudicaret; sicut dic- 
tum est ad Abraham, sibi ipsi in 
illa temptatione innotuit. 


77. Item, beatus AUGUSTINUS, 
« De» Octoginta Tribus Questio- 
nibus dicens, <et> ponitur in GLO- 
SA ubi supra: bene autem accipi- 
tur quod dictum est solum Patrem 
scire |8ra| secundum predictum mo- 
dum sciendi, quia facit Filium sci- 
re. Filius autem dicitur nescire, 
quia non facit homines scire. Cum 


dicit: “animam Christi per sapien- 
tiam gratis datam in verbo Dei, cui 
unita est, quam etiam perfecte in- 
telligit, scire omnia que Deus scit." 

23. Sed quid ergo dicendum est 
ad illud Mc. 13 «32» quod al- 
legatum est in probatione conclu- 
sionis precedentis ubi dicitur neque 
Filius, et quod ibidem et Mt. 24 
<36> dicitur nisi solus Pater? 

24. Respondetur quod Filius di- 
citur nescire ex eo quod non fa- 
cit nos scire, et ita exponunt com- 
muniter doctores. Unde AUGU- 
STINUS, I De Trinitate, et poni- 
tur |264v| in GLossA, Mt. 24 
«36»: “Quod ergo dicit ‘nescit’ 
intelligendum ‘nescientes facit’, ita 
quod non ita sciebat ut tunc disci- 
pulis iudicaret sicut dictum est ad 
Abraham: munc cognovi quomodo 
times Deum «Gn. 22,12», id est 
nunc feci ut hoc cognosceres, quia 
ipse Abraham sibi ipsi in illa temp- 
tacione innotuit." 

25. Item AUGUSTINUS in li- 
bro Octaginta trium questionum, 
et ponitur in GLOSSA ubi supra: 
^Bene autem accipitur quod dic- 
tum est solum Patrem scire se- 
cundum predictum modum scien- 
di, quia facit Filium scire, Filius 
autem dicitur nescire quia non fa- 
cit homines scire." Cum ista so- 
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qua solutione concordat HYLARIUS 
super illo Mc. 13: de die autem il- 
la nemo etc., ubi dicit: “de Chri- 
sto mem<in>isse nos convenit oc- 
cultos in eo scientie thesauros es- 
se. Ignoratio igitur eius est secun- 
dum quod thesauri scientie in eo 
latent? Et paulo post dicit: “si 
autem tunc cognovisse Deus, dici- 
tur quod Abraham eum amaverit, 
cum hoc non celavit Abrahe. Ne- 
cesse est ut et Pater illum diem sci- 
re dicatur, quia non celavit Filio. 
Si itaque Filio dicere nescit, scrip- 
tum est ut taceat; e contrario au- 
tem solus Pater dicitur scire, quia 
non tacet." 

78. Verum quod sunt plures alie 
responsiones doctorum circa illam 
materiam; de eisdem tamen gratia 
brevitatis supersedeo. 

19. Conclusio quarta: Quam- 
vis divinus liber Christus Domi- 
nus in testa, humane nature in fine 
seculi sit omnium hominum ocu- 
lis corporalibus appariturus, nul- 
lius tamen hominis oculus corpora- 
lis elevabitur, ymo nec elevari po- 
test ad divinum librum Christum 
Dominum clare et aperte viden- 
dum. 

80. Prima pars conclusionis pa- 
tet per auctoritates pro veritate se- 
cundi quesiti supradicti adductas. 
Et item electi enim Christum Do- 
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lucione concordat HILARIUS super 
ilo Mc. 13 «32»: de die au- 
tem illa etc., ubi dicit de Christo 
^meminisse nos convenit ocultos in 
eo scientie thesauros esse. Ignora- 
to igitur eius est secundum quod 
thezauri scientie in eo latent.” Et 
paulo post: “Si autem tunc cogno- 
visse Deus dicitur quod Abraham 
eum amaverit, cum hoc non celavit 
Abrahe, neccesse est ut et Pater 
illum diem scire dicatur quia non 
celavit Filio. Si itaque diem Filius 
nescit, sacramentum est ut taceat, 
econverso Pater solus dicitur scire 
quia non tacet." 


26. Plures alias responsiones dant 
hic doctores quas causa brevitatis 
omitto. 


27. Conclusio quarta. Quam- 
vis divina lux in testa humane na- 
ture sit in fine seculi omnium ho- 
minum oculis corporalibus appari- 
tura, nullius tamen hominis oculus 
corporalis elevabitur immo nec ele- 
vari potest ad divinam lucem clare 
et apperte videndum. 


28. Prima pars conclusionis pa- 
tet per auctoritates allegatas in op- 
positum questionis. Et iterum elec- 
ti tum Christum Deum et homi- 
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minum et hominem in forma hu- 
mane nature videbunt, ut omnes 
concedunt. Sed quod etiam damp- 
nati sint Christum in eadem natu- 
ra visuri, patet per illud Ioh. 19 
«3T», videbunt in quem transfixe- 
runt. 

81. Sed secunda pars conclusio- 
nis probatur, quia impossibile est 
quod visus corporalis percipiat ali- 
quid, tamquam per se visibile, non 
cadens sub eius obiecto seu quod 
non est coloratum vel lucidum cor- 
porale. Cum ergo visus sit futurus 
idem in specie, etiam in corpore 
glorioso non poterit esse quod di- 
vinam |8rb| essentiam videat clare 
et aperte, sicut visibile per se, igi- 
tur. 

82. Item, AUGUSTINUS in libro 
De videndo Deum dicit: ^Deus est 
natura invisibilis," igitur. 

83. Conclusio quinta: licet 
homines oculis corporalibus solum 
velate divinum librum sint tunc vi- 
suri, omnes tamen electi oculo cor- 
dis ipsum clare et aperte videbunt. 

84. Prima pars patet per pre- 
cedentem conclusionem. Sed se- 
cunda «pars» probatur, quia bea- 
titudo electorum consistit in clara 
Dei visione et fruitione; sed omnes 
electi tunc scilicet in finali iudicio 
sunt beati, igitur. 


85. Corellarium primum: celum 


341R visuri] add. int. lin. R. 
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nem in forma humane nature vi- 
debunt, ut omnes concedunt. Sed 
quod etiam dampnati sint Christi 
in forma humane nature visuri, pa- 
tet per illud quod scribitur Ioh. 19 
<37>: videbunt in quem compun- 
xerunt. 

29. Secunda pars conclusionis 
probatur quia impossibile est quod 
visus corporalis percipiat aliquid 
tamquam per se visibile non ca- 
dens sub eius obiecto seu quod non 
est coloratum vel lucidum corpo- 
reum. Cum ergo visus sit futu- 
rus idem specie, etiam in corpo- 
re glorioso non poterit esse quod 
divinam essenciam videat clare et 
aperte sicut visibile per se, igitur. 


30. Item AUGUSTINUS in libro 
De videndo Deum dicit quod Deus 
est natura invisibilis. 

31. Conclusio quinta. Licet 
homines oculis corporalibus solum 
velate divinam lucem sint tunc vi- 
suri, omnes tamen electi oculo cor- 
dis ipsam clare et aperte videbunt. 

32. Prima pars conclusionis pa- 
tet ex precedenti conclusione et eius 
probatione. Secunda pars proba- 
tur quia beatitudo electorum con- 
sistit in clara Dei visione et ipsius 
fruitione. Sed omnes electi tunc, 
scilicet in finali iudicio, sunt beati, 
igitur. 

33. Corollarium primum. Ce- 
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Empireum non est locus necessa- 
rius beato ut divinam essentiam 
beatifice contempletur. Patet ex 
conclusione et eius probatione. 

86. Secundum corellarium: ali- 
quis divinam essentiam contempla- 
bitur qui ante<a> numquam in ce- 
lo Empireo fuit. Patet de electis 
qui in adventu Christi invenientur 
vivi, igitur etc. 

87. Conclusio sexta: Quam- 
vis divinus liber Christus Dominus 
posset se mentibus dampnatorum 
nude, clare et aperte ostendere, nul- 
lus tamen talium ipsum umquam 
taliter videbit. 

88. Secunda pars probatur, quia 
divinus liber est obiectum iocun- 
dissimum omnis rationalis deside- 
rii perfecte quietativum et satiati- 
vum, ut dicunt doctores communi- 
ter. Et cum ipse clare visus per 
intellectum presentetur voluntati 
tamquam obiectum summe bonum 
et summe placens sine nota et ra- 
tione displicentie, igitur non appa- 
ret causa quin — semper stante 
communi lege — ad talem appre- 
hensionem sequatur fruitio et de- 
lectatio seu gaudium. Nullum au- 
tem gaudium impii in adventu iu- 
dicis habebunt, nec umquam ha- 
bebunt Dei fruitionem et amorem, 
igitur. 


89. Sed prima pars probatur, 
quia absolute divinus liber posset 
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lum empireum non est locus neces- 
sarius beato ut divinam essenciam 
beatifice contempletur. Patet ex 
conclusione et eius probatione. 

34. Corollarium secundum. Ali- 
quis divinam essenciam contempla- 
bitur qui antea numquam in celo 
empireo fuit. Patet de electis qui 
in adventu Christi invenientur vi- 
vi, etc. 

35. Conclusio sexta. Quamvis 
divina lux absolute loquendo pos- 
set se mentibus dampnatorum nu- 
de, clare et aperte ostendere, nul- 
lus tamen talium ipsam umquam 
[265r| taliter videbit. 

36. Secundam partem conclu- 
sionis probo primo, et hoc sic: 
quia divina lux est obiectum iocun- 
dissimum omnis rationalis deside- 
rii perfecte quietativum et saciati- 
vum ut dicunt doctores communi- 
ter, et cum ipsa clare visa per intel- 
lectum presentetur voluntati tam- 
quam obiectum summe bonum et 
summe placens sine omni nota aut 
racione displicente, ergo non ap- 
paret causa quin — semper stante 
commune lege — ad talem appre- 
hensionem sequatur fruitio et de- 
lectatio seu gaudium. Nullum au- 
tem gaudium impii in adventu iu- 
dicis habebunt, nec umquam ha- 
bebunt Dei fruitionem et amorem 
etc. 

37. Sed nunc prima pars con- 
clusionis probatur, quia absolute 
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clare et aperte se ostendere alicui, 
absque hoc quod illam |8va| visio- 
nem sequeretur delectatio et gau- 
dium, igitur. Argumentum proba- 
tur, quia absolutum prius natura- 
liter alio potest sine contraditione 
esse sine illo alio; sed visio divine 
essentie est quid absolutum aliud 
a gaudio, et est prius naturaliter 
illo. Non enim obiectum delectat, 
nisi prius apprehensum; ergo sine 
contradictione posset visio illa esse 
in aliquo sine delectatione, igitur. 


90. Conclusio septima: licet 
impii numquam sint essentiam di- 
vinam clare visuri, ipsi tamen ex 
inmanifestis signis noscent divinum 
librum Christum, scilicet hominem 
et Dominum, quem in finali iudicio 
videbunt esse verum Deum. Ista 
conclusio patet per sanctum THO- 


MAM in Scripto, quarti «libri» dist. 


48a, ubi hoc dicit in responsione 
ad primum argumentum, art. 3i, 
quest. le eiusdem dicit. 

91. Et hec de visione divine es- 
sentie nunc sufficiant. 


92. Sed quia dictum est quod 
divinus liber Christus Dominus in 
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loquendo divina lux potest clare 
et aperte se ostendere absque hoc 
quod illam visionem sequeretur de- 
lectatio et gaudium, igitur. Argu- 
mentum probatur quia absolutum 
prius naturaliter alio potest sine 
contradictione esse sine illo alio, 
sed visio divine essencie est quid 
absolutum aliud a gaudio, et est 
prius naturaliter illo — non enim 
obiectum delectat nisi prius appre- 
hensum. Ergo sine contradictione 
posset visio illa esse in aliquo si- 
ne delectatione. Nec illud nega- 
ret etiam philosophus, igitur prima 
pars conclusionis vera. 

38. Conclusio septima. Li- 
cet impii numquam sint divinam 
essentiam clare visuri, ipsi tamen 
ex manifestis signis noscent Chri- 
stum hominem, quem in finali iudi- 
cio videbunt, esse verum Deum. Il- 
la conclusio patet auctoritate sanc- 
ti THOME qui eam ponit in Scripto 
suo super quartum in dist. 48 etc. 


39. Hoc de visione divine essen- 
tie nunc sufficiant, nam plura alia 
de tali dixi in primo principio meo 
in Sententias que nunc non resu- 
mam. 

40. Sed quia dictum est quod 
Christus in forma humane nature 
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Testamentis humane infirmitatis ab 
omnibus hominibus videbitur in fi- 
nali iudicio, videndum nunc est an 
in forma gloriosa tunc videbitur, 
vel non gloriosa. 

93. De quo sit octava conclu- 
sio ista: impossibile est de com- 
muni cursu, claritatem etiam cuiu- 
scumqe beati completam ab oculo 
non glorioso perfecte et complete 
videri, quamvis subito seu raptim 
et incomplete ab ipso percipi pos- 
sit. 

94. Prima pars patet per bea- 
tum AUGUSTINUM, XXII De Civi- 
tate Dei, cap. 19 dicentem: “Chri- 
sti claritas in corpore Christi, cum 
resurrexit, a discipulorum oculis 
paucis abscondita fuisse, quam de- 
fuisse credenda est. Non enim eam 
ferret infirmus aspectus quando il- 
le a suis ita deberet attendi, ut 
deberet cognosci? Sed quod rap- 
tim etc. patet, quia sic discipuli 
viderunt |8vb| claritatem transfi- 
gurationis. Etiam visus quantum- 
cumque debilis subitam patitur so- 
lis perceptionem. Quod etiam pos- 
sit oculo non glorioso incomplete 
ostendi patet, quia sicut totalis in- 
mutatio est in potestate beati vel a 
Domino Deo in mente, ita est par- 
tialis, igitur etc. 


95. Nona conclusio: non so- 
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ab omnibus hominibus videbitur in 
finali iudicio, videndum est nunc 
an in forma gloriosa aut non glo- 
riosa tunc videbitur. 


41. De quo sit conclusio octa- 
va in ordine. Conclusio octava. 
Impossibile est de communi cur- 
su claritatem etiam cuiuscumque 
beati completam ab oculo non glo- 
rioso perfecte et complete videri, 
quamvis subito seu raptim et in- 
complete ab ipso percipi possit. 

42. Prima pars illius conclu- 
sionis patet per beatum AUGU- 
STINUM, XXII De civitate Dei, 
cap. 19, dicentem “claritas in 
Christi corpore cum resurrexit a 
discipulorum oculis potius abscon- 
dita fuisse quam defuisse creden- 
da est. Non enim eam ferret infir- 
mus aspectus, quando ille a suis ita 
deberet attendi ut deberet cogno- 
sci.” Sed quod raptim etc. patet 
quia sic discipuli viderunt clarita- 
tem transfigurationis. Etiam visus 
quantumcumque debilis subitam 
patitur solis perceptionem. Quod 
etiam possit oculo non glorioso in- 
complete ostendi patet, quia si- 
cut totalis minutio est in potestate 
beati vel a Domino Deo immedia- 
te, ut tactum est in solucione unius 
racionis de dotibus, ita et parcialis. 

43. Conclusio nona. Non so- 
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lum iusti, sed etiam impii videbunt 
Christi et sanctorum claritatem in 
iudicio finali; sed hoc ex specia- 
li Dei dispositione ad augmentum 
sue pene. 

96. Primo, quod videbunt Chri- 
sti claritatem etc., patet per MA- 
GISTRUM, dist. 48a quarti «libri», 
ad hoc allegantem beatum AUGU- 
STINUM in Omelia super Iohannem 
dicentem: *cum in forma servi glo- 
rificata iudicantem viderint boni et 
mali. Tolletur impius, ne videat 
gloriam Dei” Sed quod ex spe- 
ciali dispositione Dei impii vide- 
bunt patet, quia aliter non posset, 
ut patet ex precedenti conclusio- 
ne. Sed quod ad augmentum pene 
patet per illud Sap. 5«2»: impii 
videntes gloriam iustorum torqua- 
buntur in iudicio, igitur. 

9T. licet 
Christus in illa forma in qua iudi- 
catus est, sit appariturus in finali 
iudicio et iudex omnium, non ta- 
men illa forma eodem modo se ha- 
bente. 

98. Prima pars probatur, quia in 
forma humane nature apparebit et 
«sine» misericordia iudicatus est 
hic in terris ab impiis, igitur. 

99. Sed secunda pars proba- 
tur, quia tunc apparebit in forma 
gloriosa, sed iudicatus est in for- 
ma infirma. Nec huic obstat il- 


Decima conclusio: 


1043-1044 augustinum] correxi, augustinus P. 
1056 decima conclusio] iter. in marg. sx. P. 
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lum iusti sed etiam impii videbunt 
Christi et sanctorum claritatem in 
iudicio. Hoc ex speciali Dei dispo- 
sitione ad augmentum sue pene. 


44. Quod videbunt, patet per 
MAGISTRUM, dist. 48, allegantem 
AUGUSTINUM in Omelia |265v| su- 
per loannem dicentem “cum in for- 
ma servi glorificata iudicantem vi- 
derint boni et mali, tolletur impius 
ne videat gloriam Dei.” Sed quod 
ex speciali disposicione Dei impii 
videbunt patet quia aliter non pos- 
sent, ut patet ex precedenti con- 
clusione. Sed quod ad augmentum 
pene patet per illud Sap. 5 «2»: 
impii videntes gloriam iustorum tor- 
quebuntur in iudicio. 


45. Conclusio decima. Licet 
Christus in illa forma in qua iudi- 
catus est sit appariturus in finali 
iudicio et iudex omnium, non ta- 
men illa forma eodemmodo se ha- 
bente. 

46. Prima pars patet quia in for- 
ma humane nature apparebit et in 
illa iudicatus est hic in terra ab im- 
piis, igitur etc. 

4T. Secunda pars patet quia tunc 
apparebit in forma gloriosa, sed iu- 
dicatus est in forma infirma, igitur 
etc. 


1045-1046 glorificata] gloriffi- 
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lud CHRISOSTOMUS, Super Mat- 
theum: “Veniet ad iudicium Chri- 
stus, non solum vulnerum cicatri- 
ces, sed et ipsam mortem expro- 
bratissimam ostendens.” Unde di- 
cit sanctus THOMAS, dist. 48a 
in solutione |9ra| secunde rationis, 
art. 2i, quest. le eiusdem dist., 
quod “cycatrices que in eius cor- 
pore apparebunt, non pertinebunt 
ad aliquam infirmitatem, sed erunt 
indicia maxime virtutis qua Chri- 
stus per passionis infirmitatem de 
hostibus triumphavit. Exproba- 
tissimam etiam mortem ostendet 
non sensibiliter oculis eam inge- 
rens ac si tunc eam pateretur, sed 
ex hiis que apparebunt scilicet in- 
diciis preterite passionis, homines 
in recognitionem preterite mortis 
adducet.” Hec sanctus THOMAS. 

100.  Undecima conclusio. 
Dampnati nedum in iudicio vide- 
bunt gloriam beatorum, sed etiam 
ante et post; non tamen intuitu 
presentie, sed per considerationem 
quandam intelligentie. 

101. Probatur conclusio, quia 
dicit MAGISTER, dist. ultime 
quarti «libri» quod ante diem iu- 
dicii videbunt bonos qui sunt in 
gloria, quod intelligi non potest de 
visione intuitiva que est per intui- 
tum presentie, propter nimiam di- 
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48. Conclusio undecima. 
Dampnati nedum in iudicio vide- 
bunt gloriam beatorum sed et ante 
et post, non tamen intuitu presen- 
tie, sed per consideracionem quan- 
dam intelligentie. 

49. Probatur conclusio quia, si- 
cut dicit MAGISTER in distinctione 
ultima, ante diem iudicii videbunt 
bonos qui sunt in gloria, quod in- 
telligi non potest de visione intui- 
tiva que est per intuitum presen- 
tie, propter nimiam distantiam in- 


1077 art.] primi add. sed del. P. 1091 undecima conclusio] iter. in marg. sx. P. 


1100 videbunt] videbuntur a.c. P.. 


1071-1074 veniet — ostendens: IOHANNES CHRISOSTOMUS, Homily 26 in Mattheum, 
in PG 58. Trad lat. apud THOM. Aq., In Sent., IV, d. XLVIII, q. 1, a. 2, arg. 2, 


p. 1168b. 
q. 1, a. 2, sol., ad 2, p. 1168b. 


1078-1090 cycatrices — adducet: THOM. AQ., In Sent., IV, d. XLVIII, 
1099-1101 || 516R-517R ante diem - gloria: Cf. 


PETR. LOMB., Sent., IV, d. L, 5, 1, pp. 557-558. 


417 


510R 


515R 


520R 


418 


1105 


1110 


1115 


1120 


1125 


1130 


1135 


Matteo Esu — Ueli ZAHND 


stantiam que est inter eos et indi- 
spositionem potentie visive seu co- 
gnitive, que per naturam suam non 
sufficit ad videndum intuitive per 
tantam distantiam aliquod obiec- 
tum, nisi per gratiam ad hoc ele- 
vatur. Igitur intelligendum est hoc 
per quandam considerationem in- 
telligentie. Et ideo, sicut dicit bea- 
tus GREGORIUS, “ipsi attendunt fi- 
deles super se in requie? De hoc 
etiam dicit sanctus THOMAS, dist. 
ultima, quest. 2a, art. 20, subart. 
3o, quod *dampnati ante diem iu- 
dicii videbunt beatos in gloria non 
hoc modo quia cognoscant qualis 
sit eorum gloria, sed solummodo 
cognoscent eos esse in gloria qua- 
dam inestimabili, et ex hoc tur- 
babuntur; |9rb| tum propter in- 
vidiam dolentes de felicitate bea- 
torum, tum propter hoc quod ta- 
lem gloriam amiserunt. Et ut di- 
cit sanctus THOMAS, ubi supra: “- 
dampnati post diem iudicii memo- 
riam habe<n>t glorie beatorum 
quam in iudicio vel ante iudicium 
viderunt, et hoc erit eis in tormen- 
tum, et interius affligentur etiam 
in hoc: quod vident se indignos re- 
putari videre gloriam quam sanc- 
ti merentur habere” Igitur hec 
«conclusio» vera. 

102. Et ex istis patet veritas pri- 


525R distantiam] correxi, distinctionem R. 
ergo] add. in marg. R. 531R hoc] add. int. lin. R. 
1135 hec] corexi, hoc ms. 
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ter eos et indispositionem poten- 
tie visive seu cognitive malorum, 
que per naturam suam non sufficit 
ad videndum intuitive per tantam 
distantiam aliquod obiectum, nec 
per gratiam ad hoc elevatur. In- 
telligendum est ergo hoc per quan- 
dam considerationcem intelligentie. 
Et ideo sicut dicit GREGORIUS “ip- 
si attendunt fideles super se in re- 
quie", de hoc etiam dicit sanctus 
THOMAS, quarto, dist. ultima, q. 
2, cap. 2, subart. 3, quod *damp- 
nati ante diem iudicii videbunt bea- 
tos in gloria non hoc modo, quia 
cognoscant qualis sit eorum gloria, 
sed solummodo cognoscent eos es- 
se in gloria quadam inestimabili, 
et ex hoc turbabuntur, tum prop- 
ter invidiam dolentes de fidelitate 
beatorum, tum propter hoc quod 
ipsi talem gloriam amiserunt." Et 
ut dicit sanctus THOMAS ubi su- 
pra: “dampnati post diem iudicii 
memoriam habent glorie beatorum 
quam in iudicio vel ante iudicium 
viderunt, et hoc erit eis in tormen- 
tum. Et interius affligentur etiam 
in hoc quod vident se indignos re- 
putari videre gloriam quam sancti 
merentur habere.” Igitur tota con- 
clusio vera. 


50. Ex dictis patet quod questio 
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mi quesiti questionis. Hec de pri- 
mo articulo. 

103. Quantum ad secundum 
articulum in quo videbitur de se- 
cundo quesito, scilicet: utrum di- 
vinus liber Christus Dominus sit in 
seculi fine omnes homines, tam bo- 
nos quam malos, suo districto iu- 
dicio iudicaturus. 

104. Circa quod sciendum pri- 
mo, sicut notat sanctus THOMAS, 
dist. 47, in Scripto, quarti <li- 
bri», quest. 1a, art. 1o, subart. 
lo: “Quilibet homo dupliciter po- 
test considerari: primo modo ut 
est quedam singularis persona; se- 
cundo modo prout est pars totius 
humani generis. Et secundum hoc 
duplex debetur ei iudicium: unum 
singulare, quod de eo fiet post mor- 
tem suam, quando recipiet iuxta 
ea que in corpore gessit, quamvis 
non totaliter, quia nonnisi quoad 
animam tantum. Sed aliud de eo 
fiet iudicium universale quod debe- 
tur ei secundum quod est pars to- 
tius humani generis, sicut aliquis 
iudicari dicitur secundum huma- 
nam iustitiam, etiam quando iudi- 
cium datur de communitate cuius 
ipse est pars. Unde quando fiet 
universale iudicium totius humani 
generis per separationem universa- 
lem bonorum a malis, tunc etiam 
quilibet, cum sit pars illius totius, 
per consequens iudicabitur.” 


1140-1141 secundum articulum] secundus articulus add. in marg. da. P. 
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quoad primum quesitum est vera. 
Hec de primo articulo. 

51. Quantum ad secundum ar- 
ticulum in quo videndum est de 
secundo quesito, scilicet utrum di- 
vina lux sit in fine seculi in forma 
humana omnes homines tam bonos 
quam malos iudicatura, 


52. sciendum primo sicut no- 
tat sanctus THOMAS super quar- 
tum, dist. 47, q. 1, art 1, su- 
bart. 1, quod *quilibet homo" du- 
pliciter considerari potest. Primo 
prout *est singularis quedam per- 
sona, secundo prout est pars to- 
tius humani generis. Secundum 
hoc duplex debetur ei iudicium. 
Unum singulare quod de eo fiet 
post mortem suam, quando reci- 
piet iuxta ea que in corpore gessit, 
quamvis non totaliter quia non ni- 
si quoad animam tantum. Aliud 
universale, quod ei debetur secun- 
dum quod est pars totius humani 
generis, sicut aliquis iudicari dici- 
tur secundum humanam |266r| iu- 
sticiam etiam quando iudicium da- 
tur de communitate cuius ipse est 
pars. Unde quando fiet universa- 
le iudicium totius humani generis 
per separationem universalem bo- 
norum a malis, tunc etiam quilibet 
cum sit pars illius totius per con- 
sequens iudicabitur." 
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105. Secundo sciendum |9va| se- 
cundum sanctum THOMAM, dist. 
et quest. quibus supra, art. 30, 
in responsione ad subart. 2um: 
“Ad iudicium duo pertinent, sci- 
licet discussio meritorum et retri- 
butio premiorum.” Secundum hoc 
duplex erit actus iudicii, scilicet iu- 
dicium <discussionis et iudicium 
retributionis, et potest etiam ad- 
di tertium membrum scilicet iudi- 
cium discretionis, quo boni a ma- 
lis separantur. Nunc autem in fu- 
turo etiam loco, quando iudex sta- 
tuet oves a dextris et hedos a sini- 
stris, Mt. 25<33>. 

106. Istis premissis, sit conclu- 
sio prima quoad istum articulum 
ista: sicut ex fide et Scripturis no- 
tum est aliquod generale iudicium 
esse futurum, sic ex eisdem certum 
est quod omnes homines in illo iu- 
dicio comparebunt. 

107. Primam partem  pro- 
bat AUGUSTINUS, XX De Civita- 
te Det, cap. 4o et sequentibus, 
ex utriusque Testamenti Scriptu- 
ris adducens ibidem cap. 50: quod 
cum “Salvator obiurgaret civitates 
in quibus virtutes magnas fecerat, 
neque crediderant et eis alienige- 
nas anteponeret: verumtamen, in- 
quit, dico vobis, Tyro et Sydoni re- 
missius erit in die iudicii quam vo- 


53. Secundo sciendum quod 
secundum sanctum THOMAM in 
quarto, distinctione et questione 
ubi supra, art. 3, in responsione 
ad subart. 2, “ad iudicium duo 
pertinent, scilicet discussio merito- 
rum et retributio premiorum.” Se- 
cundum hoc duplex erit actus iu- 
dicii, scilicet iudicium discussionis 
et iudicium retributionis, et potest 
etiam addi tertium membrum, sci- 
licet iudicium discretionis quo bo- 
ni a malis separantur nunc animo, 
in futuro etiam loco quando iudex 
statuet oves a dextris et edos a si- 
nistris, Mt. 25 «33». 

54. Istis premissis sit conclu- 
sio prima ad istum articulum illa: 
sicut ex fide et Scripturis notum 
est aliquod generale iudicium esse 
futurum, sic ex eisdem certum est 
quod omnes homines in illo iudicio 
comparebunt. 

55. Primam partem illius con- 
clusionis probat AUGUSTINUS, XX 
libro De civitate Dei cap. 4 et se- 
quentibus, ex utriusque testamenti 
Scripturis, adducens ibidem cap. 5 
quod *cum Salvator obiurgaret ci- 
vitates in quibus virtutes magnas 
fecerat neque crediderant, et eis 
alienigenas anteponeret: Verumta- 
men, inquit, dico vobis, Tyro et Si- 
doni remissius erit in die iudicii 
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bis, Mt. 11<22>. Et paulo post 
alteri civitati, Amen, inquit, dico 
vobis, quia terre Sodomorum re- 
missius erit in die iudicii quam ti- 
bi. <Mt. 11,24> Et alio loco: viri 
Ninivite, inquit, surgent in iudicio 
cum generatione ista et condemp- 
nabunt eam, Mt. 12-41». Et ibi- 
dem: regina Austri surget in iu- 
dicio cum generatione ista et con- 
dempnabit eam." «Mt. 12,42». 
Hic, ut subdit AUGUSTINUS: “- 
Duas res hoc loco discimus: et ven- 
turum esse iudicium, et cum re- 
surrectione mortuorum esse ventu- 
rum. De Ninivitis enim et Regi- 
na Austri, quando ista dicebat, de 
[9vb| mortuis sine dubio loqueba- 
tur, quos tamen in die iudicii re- 
surrecturos esse predixit.” Ex hiis 
et multis aliis Scripturis, quas bre- 
vitatis de causa obmitto, patet ve- 
ritas prime partis conclusionis. 


108. Sed secunda pars probatur 
per illud quod dicitur 2 Ad Cor. 5 
«10», omnes nos manifestari opor- 
tet ante tribunal Christi, et pro- 
batur ratione quam tangit sanctus 
‘THOMAS super quartum « Senten- 
tiarum, dist. 47a, quest. la, art. 
3o, in responsione ad subart. lum, 
que talis est: “potestas iudiciaria, 
homini Christo data est premium 
humilitatis quam in passione exhi- 
buit. Ipse autem sua passione san- 
gwinem pro omnibus fudit quan- 
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quam vobis, Mt. 11 «22». Et 
paulo post alteri civitati: Amen, 
inquit, díco vobis, quia terre Sodo- 
morum, remissius erit in die iudicii 
quam tibi «Mt. 11,24». Et alio 
loco: Viri Ninivite, inquit, surgent 
in iudicio cum generatione ista 
et condempnabunt eam, Mt. 12 
«Al». Et ibidem: Regina Austri 
surget in iudicio cum generatio- 
ne illa et condempnabit eam «Mt. 
12,422" Hic, ut subdicit AUGU- 
STINUS, “duas res hoc loco disci- 
mus, et venturum esse iudicium, 
et cum hoc mortuorum resurrec- 
tionem esse venturum. De Nini- 
vitis enim et regina Austri quando 
ista dicebat, de mortuis sine du- 
bio loquebatur, quos tamen in die 
iudicii resurrecturos esse predixit.” 
Etiam ex hiis et aliis multis Scrip- 
turis quas causa brevitatis omitto 
patet veritas prime partis conclu- 
sionis. 

56. Secunda pars conclusionis 
patet per illud quod dicitur 2 ad 
Cor. 5 «10»: Omnes nos mani- 
festari oportet ante tribunal Chri- 
sti. Et probatur etiam ratione 
quam tangit sanctus THOMAS su- 
per quartum, dist. 47, q. 1, art. 
3, in responsione ad subart. 1, que 
talis est: ^potestas iudiciaria Chri- 
sto homini collata est premium hu- 
militatis quam in passione exhi- 
buit. Ipse autem sua passione san- 
guinem pro omnibus fudit quan- 


1213 Ninivite] in Nivite sic P. 636R hoc] add. int. lin. R. 
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tum ad suffi «cien»tiam, licet non 
in omnibus effectum habuerit prop- 
ter impedimentum in aliquibus in- 
ventum. Et ideo congruum est ut 
omnes homines in iudicio congre- 
gentur ad videndum eius exaltatio- 
nem in humana natura, secundum 
quam constitutus est a Deo, iudex 
vivorum et mortuorum," ut dicitur 
At. 10<42>, igitur. 

109. Secunda conclusio: om- 
nes homines, tam boni quam mali, 
sunt in fine seculi iudicio discretio- 
nis et retributionis iudicandi. 

110. Prima pars probatur, quia 
tunc statuentur oves a dextris et 
hedos a sinistris, et ibunt hii in 
supplicium eternum, iusti autem in 
vitam eternam, Mt. 25<33>. Et 
hoc est iudicium discretionis, igi- 
tur. 

111. Sed secunda pars quoad 
iudicium retributionis probatur, 
quia tunc unusquisque recipiet ex 
divina sententia premium vel pe- 
nam iuxta exigentiam meritorum 
suorum bonorum vel malorum, igi- 
tur. Antecedens patet per Aposto- 
lum, Ad Rom. 2«5-9» dicentem: 
in die revelationis |10ra| iusti iu- 
dicii Dei, reddet Deus unicuique 
iuxta opera sua: hiis quidem qui 
secundum patientiam boni operis, 
gloriam et honorem et incorruptio- 
nem, querentibus vitam eternam. 
Hiis autem qui ex contentione, et 
qui non acquiescunt veritati: cre- 


1251 iudex] judex P. 


1254 secunda conclusio] iter. 


tum ad sufficientiam, licet non in 
omnibus effectum habuit propter 
impedimentum in aliquibus inven- 
tum. Et ideo congruum est ut 
omnes homines in iudicio congre- 
gentur ad videndum eius exaltatio- 
nem in humana natura, secundum 
quam constitutus est a Deo iudex 
vivorum et mortuorum" ut dicitur 
Act. 10 «42». 

57. Conclusio secunda. Om- 
nes homines tam boni quam mali 
sunt in fine seculi iudicio discrecio- 
nis et retribucionis iudicandi. 

58. Prima pars probatur quia 
tunc |266v| statuentur oves a dez- 
tris, edi a sinistris, et ibunt hii in 
suplicium eternum, iusti autem in 
vitam eternam, Mt. 25 «33». Et 
hoc est iudicium discretionis. 


59. Secunda pars scilicet quoad 
iudicium retributionis probatur, 
quia tunc unusquisque recipiet ex 
divina sententia premium vel pe- 
nam iuxta correspondentiam meri- 
torum suorum bonorum vel malo- 
rum, ut antecedens patet per Apo- 
stolum, ad Rom. 2 «5-9» dicen- 
tem: in die retributionis iusti iudi- 
cii Dei reddet Deus unicuique se- 
cundum opera eius. Hiis quidem 
qui secundum patientiam boni ope- 
ris, gloriam et honorem, et incor- 
ruptionem querentibus vitam eter- 
nam; hiis autem qui ex contentio- 
ne, et qui non acquiescunt veritati, 
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dunt autem iniquitati, ira et tribu- 
latio et indignatio et angustia, in 
omnem animam. operantis malum, 
igitur. 

112. "Tertia conclusio: Non 
omnes homines, sed aliqui tunc 
iudicabuntur iudicio discussionis. 
Probatur, quia aliqui sunt adeo bo- 
ni et aliqui adeo mali, quod iudi- 
cium discussionis in eis non habet 
locum. Aliqui vero sunt ita medio- 
criter boni et aliqui ita mediocriter 
mali, quod congruum est ut et eo- 
rum merita iudicialiter discutian- 
tur, igitur. 

113. Antecedens quoad primam 
partem probatur: nam illi qui edi- 
ficant super fundamentum fidei, au- 
rum et argentum et lapides pretio- 
sos, prout loquitur Apostolus, 1 Ad 
Cor. 3<12>, divinis servitiis tota- 
liter insistentes, quia admixtionem 
notabilem alicuius mali meriti ha- 
bent, in eis discussio meritorum lo- 
cum non habet; sicut sunt illi qui, 
rebus mundi penitus abiectis, sol- 
licite cogitant solummodo que Dei 
sunt, et ideo salvabuntur et non iu- 
dicabuntur, sed iudicabunt, iuxta 
illud Iob 36<6>: iudicium paupe- 
ribus tribuit. 

114. Secunda pars antecedentis 
probatur: in infidelibus non est fi- 
dei fundamentum, quo sublato, om- 
nia opera sequentia perfecta rec- 
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credunt autem iniquitati, ira et tri- 
bulatio et indignatio et in angustia 
in omnem animam operantis ma- 
lum. 

60. Tertia conclusio. Non om- 
nes homines, sed aliqui in futuro 
iudicabuntur iudicio discussionis. 
Probatur. Aliqui sunt adeo boni et 
aliqui mali quod iudicium discus- 
sionis in eis non habet locum. Ali- 
qui vero sunt ita mediocriter boni 
et aliqui ita mediocriter mali, quod 
congruum est ut eorum merita iu- 
dicialiter discutiantur, igitur. 


61. Antecedens quoad primam 
partem probatur. Nam illi qui edi- 
ficant super fundamentum fidei au- 
rum et argentum et lapides precio- 
sos, prout loquitur Apostolus, 1 ad 
Cor. 3 <12>, divinis servitiis to- 
taliter insistentes quia nullam ad- 
mixtionem notabilem alicuius ma- 
li meriti habent, in eis ergo discus- 
sio meritorum locum non habet, si- 
cut sunt ilii qui rebus mundi pe- 
nitus abiectis sollicite cogitant so- 
lummodo que Dei sunt. Et ideo 
salvabuntur et non iudicabunter, 
sed iudicabunt iuxta illud Iob 36 
«6»: ludicium pauperibus tribuit. 

62. Secunda pars antecedentis 
probatur. Nam “in infidelibus non 
est fidei fundamentum quo subla- 
to omnia opera sequentia perfecta 
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titudine intentionis carent. Unde 
non est in eis aliqua permixtio bo- 
norum meritorum ad mala que di- 
scussionem requirat. Ideo de quo- 
libet tali dicitur: qui nom credit, 
iam iudicatus est, loh. 3<18>; id 
est secundum AUGUSTINUM, super 
titulo noni |10rb| Ps., o<c>culto 
iudicio Dei iam preparatus est ad 
iudicium manifestum futurum. 


115. Sed tertia pars anteceden- 
tis probatur: nam illi qui edificant 
super fidei fundamentum, lignum, 
fenum et stipulam, «1Cor. 3,12» 
qui scilicet adhuc amant secula- 
ria et terrenis negotiis implican- 
tur. Ita tamen quod nichil Chri- 
sto preponunt, sed student peccata 
elemosinis expiare, habent quidem 
commixtionem bonorum cum ma- 
lis notabilem. Ideo discussio me- 
ritorum in eis locum habet. Unde 
tales quantum ad hoc iudicabuntur 
et salvabuntur, iuxta illud Aposto- 
li, 1 Ad Cor. 3<15>, si cuius opus 
arserit, detrimentum patietur; ipse 
autem salvus erit, sic tamen quasi 
per ignem, igitur. 

116. Quarta pars probatur ante- 
cedentis: mali et falsi christiani, et 
fideles in quibus manet fidei fun- 
damentum, aliquando laudabilem 
actum habent saltem fidei, qui li- 
cet non sit meritorius sine karita- 
te, tamen quantum est de se quoad 
genus suum ordinatus est ad me- 


1327 edificant] edifficant P. 


rectitudine intentionis carent. Un- 
de non est in eis aliqua permixtio 
bonorum meritorum ad mala que 
discussionem requirat." Ideo de quo- 
libet tali dicitur: qué non credit 
iam iudicatus est, loh. 3 «18», 
id est secundum AUGUSTINUM Su- 
per titulo Ps. noni oculto iudicio 
Dei iam preparatus est ad iudicium 
manifestum futurum. De quo la- 
tius vide AUGUSTINUM ibidem. 

63. Tertia pars antecedentis pro- 
batur. Nam illi qui edificant su- 
per fidei fundamentum lignum, fe- 
num et stipulam «1 ad Cor. 3,12» 
et adhuc amant secularia et ter- 
renis negotiis, implicantur, ita ta- 
men quod nihil Christo preponant, 
sed student peccata elemosinis ex- 
piare. Habent quidem commixtio- 
nem bonorum cum malis notabi- 
lem. Ideo discussio meritorum in 
eis locum habet, unde tales quan- 
tum ad hoc iudicabuntur et salva- 
buntur iuxta illud Apostoli 1 ad 
Cor. 3 «15»: si cuius opus arse- 
rit detrimentum pacietur; ipse au- 
tem salvus erit, sic tamem quasi 
per ignem. 

64. Quarta pars antecedentis 
probatur. Mali et falsi christia- 
ni seu fideles in quibus manet fi- 
dei fundamentum, laudabilem ac- 
tum habent, saltem fidei qui, li- 
cet non sit meritorius sine carita- 
te, tamen quantum est de se quoad 
genus suum ordinatus est ad me- 


1323-1325 || 736R-738R oculto iudicio — futurum: Cf. Aua., In Ps., IX, p. 58. 
738R-739R De quo - ibidem: Cf. AUG., In Ps., IX, p. 58. 


730R 


735R 


740R 


745R 


750R 


755R 


760R 


765R 


1355 


1360 


1365 


1370 


1375 


1380 


ritum, et ideo in eis iudicium di- 
scussionis locum habet, quibus di- 
cet Christus iudex: esurivi et non 
dedistis mihi manducare etc., Mt. 
25<42>. 

117. Corellarium primum: ma- 
li christiani per sententiam iudicis 
cum discussione meritorum tam- 
quam cives dampnabuntur; sed in- 
fideles absque meritorum audien- 
tia velud hostes exterminabuntur. 
Patet ex dictis. 


118. Secundum corellarium: iu- 
dicium discussionis non habet lo- 
cum in angelis, sive bonis sive ma- 
lis. Patet, quia in bonis non potest 
inveniri aliquid mali, nec in malis 
aliquid boni pertinens ad iudicium 
discussionis, igitur. 

119. Tertium corellarium: om- 
nes angeli, tam boni quam mali, 
sunt in fine seculi iudicio discre- 
tionis et aliquo modo retributionis 
iudicandi. De iudicio discretionis 
patet ex prima parte |10va| con- 
clusionis secunde. Sed de iudicio 
retributionis probatur, quia tunc 
angeli boni amplius gaudium habe- 
bunt de salute eorum quos ad salu- 
tem deduxerunt seu induxerunt, et 
mali amplius torquebuntur multi- 
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ritum. Et ita in eis |267r| iudi- 
cium discussionis locum habet qui- 
bus dicet Christus iudex: esurivi et 
non dedistis mihi manducare, Mt. 
25 «42». 

65. Corollarium primum quod 
sequitur ex dictis. Sicut mali chri- 
stiani per sententiam iudicis cum 
discussione meritorum tamquam ci- 
ves dampnabuntur, sic infideles abs- 
que meritorum audientia velud ho- 
stes exterminabuntur. Patet ex dic- 
tis. 

66. Corollarium secundum. “Tu- 
dicium discussionis non habet lo- 
cum in angelis sive bonis sive ma- 
lis. Patet quia necque in bonis in- 
veniri potest aliquid mali, neque in 
malis aliquid boni pertinens ad iu- 
dicium" discussionis, igitur. 

67. Corollarium tertium. Om- 
nes angeli tam boni quam mali sunt 
in fine seculi iudicio discretionis et 
aliquomodo retributionis iudican- 
di. De iudicio discretionis patet 
ex prima parte conclusionis secun- 
de, sed de iudicio retributionis pro- 
batur quia tunc ^boni angeli am- 
plius gaudium habebunt de salu- 
te eorum quos ad meritum induxe- 
runt, et mali amplius torquebuntur 
multiplicata malorum ruina qui per 
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plicata malorum ruina qui per eos 
ad mala sunt incitati, igitur. 

120. Quarta conclusio: li- 
cet prima et principalis auctorita- 
tiva potestas iudiciaria toti Trini- 
tati conveniat, potest<as> tamen 
iudiciaria subauctoritativa et sin- 
gularis excellentie scilicet sententie 
prolationis sive diffinitive pronun- 
ciationis collata est Christo homini 
secundum humanam naturam. 

121. Prima pars patet per illud 
Ps. «7,9»: Dominus iudicat popu- 
los, et per illud 1 Reg. 2<10> di- 
cens: Iudicabit fines terre. Et pro- 
batur ratione, quia iudicium per- 
fectum est completa determinatio 
eius quod reddendum est alicui pro 
meritis, et illa completa determi- 
natio includit perfectam determi- 
nationem intellectus de hoc et per- 
fectum velle voluntatis, non quale- 
cumque sed efficax. Ex quo sequi- 
tur quod principaliter iudicare in- 
cludit principaliter dictare et prin- 
cipaliter habere velle efficax. Sed 
hoc soli Deo convenit, quia nichil 
dicitur principaliter agere aliquid 
quod in agendo est causa alteri su- 
bordinata, igitur. 

122. Item, Deus est universa- 
lis et principalis Dominus omnium, 
cuius regno et potestati omnes sub- 
duntur; igitur ipsius principaliter 
est iudicare. 


1385 quarta conclusio] iter. in marg. sx. P. 
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68. Quarta conclusio. Licet 
prima et principalis auctoritativa 
potestas iudiciaria conveniat toti 
Trinitati, potestas tamen iudicia- 
ria subauctoritatis et excellentie sin- 
gularis, scilicet sententiarie prola- 
tionis seu diffinitive pronuntiatio- 
nis, collata est Christo homini se- 
cundum humanam naturam. 

69. Probatur prima pars conclu- 
sionis per illud Ps. «7,9»: Do- 
minus iudicat populos, et 1 Reg. 
2 «10»: Dominus iudicabit fines 
terre. Et probatur ratione quia *iu- 
dicium perfectum saltem est com- 
pleta determinatio eius quod red- 
dendum est alicui pro meritis, et 
illa completa determinatio includit 
perfectam determinationem intel- 
lectus de hoc et perfectum velle vo- 
luntatis, non qualecumque, sed ef- 
ficax. Ex quo sequitur quod iu- 
dicare principaliter includit dicta- 
re et principaliter habere velle ef- 
ficax. Sed hoc soli Deo convenit, 
quia nihil dicitur principaliter age- 
re aliquid, quod in agendo est cau- 
sa subordinata alicui alteri." 

70. Item Deus est universaliter 
et principaliter Dominus omnium 
cuius regimini et potestati omnes 
subducuntur. Ergo ipsius est prin- 
cipaliter iudicare, igitur prima pars 
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123. Sed secunda pars patet per 
illud quod scribitur Ioh. 5«22»: 
Pater omne iudicium dedit Filio, 
et Mt. 24«30»: Videbunt Filium 
hominis venientem in nubibus ce- 
li cum virtute multa et maiestate, 
et ibidem 16<27>: Filius hominis 
venturus est in gloria Patris sui 
cum angelis suis, |10vb| et tunc 
reddet unicuique secundum opera 
sua, igitur. 

124. Quinta conclusio: quam- 
vis tota 'Irinitas sit in finali iuidi- 
cio principaliter iudicatura, solus 
tamen liber vite Christus Dominus 
in forma humane nature apparebit 
generaliter omnibus et omnium iu- 
dex universalis. 

125. Prima pars patet ex pre- 
cedenti conclusione. Sed secunda 
patet ex primo articulo, eo quod 
dampnati non videbunt Trinitatem 
benedictam sed solum Christum in 
forma humana, igitur. 


126. Sexta conclusio: sicut 
apostoli et viri perfecti iudicabunt 
cum Christo assessorie dignitatis, 
ita omnes electi homines et angeli 
iudicabunt iudicio approbationis. 


127. Prima pars patet per illud 
Mt. 19<28>: sedebitis et vos su- 
per sedes duodecim, iudicantes duo- 
decim tribus Israelis, igitur. Sed 
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conclusionis vera. 

71. Secunda pars conclusionis 
patet per illud quod scribitur Ioh. 
5 «22»: Pater omne iudicium de- 
dit Filio, et Mt. 24 «30»: Vide- 
bunt Filium hominis venientem in 
nubibus celi cum virtute multa et 
maiestate, et ibidem 16 «27»: Fi- 
lius hominis venturus est in gloria 
Patris sui cum angelis suis, et tunc 
reddet unicuique secundum opera 
eius. 

12. Conclusio quinta. Quam- 
vis tota Trinitas sit in finali iudicio 
principaliter iudicatura, tamen so- 
lus Christus in forma humane na- 
ture apparebit generaliter omnibus 
et omnium erat iudex universalis. 


13. Prima pars patet ex pri- 
ma parte precedentis conclusionis, 
sed secunda pars patet ex dictis in 
precedenti articulo quia dampnati 
non videbunt Trinitatem benedic- 
tam, sed solum Christum in forma 
humana, igitur etc. 

74. Conclusio sexta. Sicut 
apostoli et viri perfecti iudicabunt 
cum Christo iudicio assessorie di- 
gnitatis, ita omnes electi homines 
et angeli iudicabunt |267v| iudicio 
approbationis. 

75. Prima pars conclusionis pa- 
tet per illud Mt. 19 «28»: Sede- 
bitis et vos super sedes duodecim 
iudicantes duodecim tribus Israel. 
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secunda pars probatur, quia omnes 
electi iudici consentient eius sen- 
tentiam approbando, et ob hoc iu- 
dicare dicuntur quasi interpretati- 
ve. De hoc etiam iudicio dicitur 
Sap. 3«8»: ludicabunt sancti na- 
tiones. 

128. Septima conclusio: ne- 
dum boni, sed et mali in futuro iu- 
dicio iudicabunt iudicio compara- 
tionis. 

129. Patet conclusio, quia ta- 
li iudicio dicuntur iudicare illi ex 
quorum comparatione alii osten- 
duntur iudicandi, sicut dicitur Mt. 
12 <41>: wiri Ninivite surgent 
in iudicio cum generatione illa et 
condempnabunt eam, super quo di- 
cit AUGUSTINUS De Civitate Dei, 
XX: “Non ideo dixit ‘condemp- 
nabunt’ quia ipsi iudicabunt, sed 
quia ex ipsorum comparatione isti 
merito condempnabuntur.” Unde 
sic iudicare est communiter bono- 
rum et malorum, igitur. 

130. Aliis pluribus modis iu- 
dicandi dimissis causa brevitatis, 
sit octava conclusio ista: licet 
non sit |11ra| perspicuum ex sacra 
Scriptura utrum illud iudicium ex- 
tremum, quantum ad disceptatio- 
nem et sententiam, fiat per voca- 
lem locutionem vel non. Multum 
tamen videtur conforme Scripture 
ewangelice in extremo iudicio que- 
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Secunda pars probatur quia omnes 
electi iudici consentient eius sen- 
tentiam approbando, et ob hoc iu- 
dicare dicuntur quasi interpretati- 
ve. De hoc iudicio dicitur Sap. 3 
«8»: ludicabunt sancti nationes, 
etc. 

76. Conclusio septima. Ne- 
dum boni sed et mali in futuro iu- 
dicabunt iudicio comparationis. 


77. Patet conclusio quia cum iu- 
dicio iudicare dicuntur illi ex quo- 
rum comparatione alii ostendun- 
tur iudicandi, sicut dicitur Mt. 12 
«41»: Viri Ninivite surgent in iu- 
dicio cum generatione illa et con- 
dempnabunt eam etc. Super quo 
dicit AUGUSTINUS, XX De civitate 
Dei: *Non ideo dixit condempna- 
bunt quia ipsi iudicabunt, sed quia 
ex ipsorum comparatione isti me- 
rito dampnabuntur." Unde *sic iu- 
dicare est communiter bonorum et 
malorum", igitur etc. 

78. Conclusio octava. Li- 
cet non sit perspicuum ex Scrip- 
tura utrum illud iudicium extre- 
mum quantum ad disceptationem 
et sententiam fiat per vocalem lo- 
cutionem vel non, multum tamen 
videtur conforme Scripture ewan- 
gelice in extremo iudicio quedam 
non tantum mentaliter, sed etiam 
vocaliter, quedam vero mentaliter 
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dam non tantum mentaliter, sed 
etiam vocaliter, quedam vero men- 
taliter tantum divina operante vir- 
tute fieri. 

131. Prima pars illius conclusio- 
nis patet per MAGISTRUM in quar- 
to «libro», in principio dist. 47e, 
dicentem quod non sit perspicuum 
ex Scriptura qualiter dabitur sen- 
tentia iudicii, an scilicet illa venite 
benedicti «Mt. 25,34» etc. et ite 
maledecti «Mt. 25,41» etc. 
ce proferantur an non. Nam il- 
la et alia huiusmodi, scilicet esu- 
rivi etc., plurimi putant magis ex- 
primenda conscientiis quam verbis; 
ita videlicet ut totum fiat virtute 
iudicis, conscientiis singulorum at- 
testantibus, quia Apostolus in mo- 
mento in ictu oculi «1 Cor. 15,52» 
totum consumandum esse tradit. 


VO- 


132. Item, sanctus THOMAS cir- 
ca eandem dist., quest. la, art. 10, 
subart. 20 dicit quod circa hoc du- 
bium, “quid sit verum, pro certo 
diffiniri non potest;” tamen pro- 
babilius estimat *quod totum il- 
lud iudicium, et quoad discussio- 
nem et quoad accusationem malo- 
rum et commendationem bonorum 
et quoad sententiam de utrisque, 
mentaliter perficietur. Si enim sin- 
gulorum facta vocaliter narraren- 
tur, inestimabilis magnitudo tem- 
poris ad hoc requireretur.” 
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79. Prima pars illius conclusio- 
nis patet per MAGISTRUM in quar- 
to, in principio dist. 47, dicen- 
tem quod non sit “perspicuum ex 
Scriptura qualiter dabitur senten- 
tia iudicii, an scilicet illa venite be- 
nedicti «Mt. 25,34» et ite male- 
dicti «Mt. 25,41» etc. voce pro- 
ferantur an non. Nam illa et alia 
huiusmodi, scilicet esurivi «Mt. 25, 
35 et 42» etc., plurimi putant ma- 
gis exprimenda conscientiis quam 
verbis", ita videlicet ut totum fiat 
“virtute iudicis conscientiis singu- 
lorum attestantibus" “quia Apostu- 
lus in momento in ictu oculi «1 ad 
Cor. 15,52» totum esse consum- 
mandum tradit." 

80. Item sanctus THOMAS cir- 
ca eandem distinctionem, q. 2, 
art. 1, subart. 2, dicit quod cir- 
ca hoc, dubium “quid sit verum. 
Pro certo diffiniri non potest, ta- 
men probabilius estimat quod to- 
tum illud iudicium et quoad di- 
scussionem et quoad accusationem 
malorum et commendationem bo- 
norum, et quoad sententiam de 
utriusque, mentaliter perficietur. 
Si enim vocaliter singulorum fac- 
ta narrarentur, inestimabilis ma- 
gnitudo temporis ad hoc exigere- 
tur." 


PETR. LOMB., Sent., IV, 
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133. Ista opinione sancti THO- 
ME et aliorum non obstante, est 
alia opinio, ut dicit MAGISTER 
ubi supra, quod iudicii sententie 
et malorum increpationes et bono- 
rum preconia verbis sunt vocaliter 
exprimenda. Et hanc sequitur RI- 
CHARDUS DE MEDIA VILLA et PE- 
TRUS DE THARENTASIA in quarto 
«libro», et secundum illam etiam 
posui secundam partem mee con- 
clusionis, |11rb| que etiam proba- 
tur ex serie textus Mt. 25<34>, 
ubi dicitur: tunc dicet rex hiis qui 
a dextris eius erunt: venite, bene- 
diciti etc. Et ibidem: tunc dicet et 
hiis qui a sinistris eius erunt: ite, 
maledicti «Mt. 25,41 > etc., super 
quo dicit RABANUS: *Christus per 
auctoritatem regiam, qua ipse so- 
lus exaltabitur in die illa, proferet 
iudicii sententiam, unde signanter 
dicitur: tunc dicet rex.” Hec ille. 
Ex quo videtur quod tunc vocali- 
ter sententiam proferet. 


81. Ista opinione sancti THO- 
ME et aliorum non obstante est alia 
opinio ut dicit MAGISTER ubi su- 
pra, quod iudicii sententia et malo- 
rum increpationes et bonorum pre- 
conia verbis sunt vocaliter expri- 
menda, et hanc sequitur RICHAR- 
DUS DE MEDIAVILLA et PETRUS 
DE THARANTASIA super quartum, 
et secundum illam etiam posui se- 
cundam partem mee conclusionis 
que etiam probatur ex serie textus 
Mt. 25 «34» ubi dicitur: tunc di- 
cet rex hits qui a dextris eius erunt 
etc., et ibidem «Mt. 25,41»: tunc 
dicet et hiis qui a sinistris eius 
erunt etc. Super quo dicit RABA- 
NUS: “Christus per autoritatem re- 
giam qua ipse solus exaltabitur in 
die illa, proferet iudicii sententiam, 
unde signanter dicitur: tunc dicet 
rex.” Hec ille. Ex quo videtur quod 
tunc vocaliter sententiam proferet 


82. Item Christus in forma hu- 
mana iudicabit in qua corporaliter 
ab omnibus possit videri ut patet 
per MAGISTRUM in quarto, dist. 
48, |268r| et originaliter Ioh. 5 
<27>: potestatem dedit ei iudici- 
um facere quia Filius hominis est. 


1521-1522 thome] circa eandem distinctionem, questio prima, articulo add. sed 
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Richardus de Media Villa: RICH. DE MED., In IV Sent., d. 47, a. 1, q. 2, f. 256ra-b. 
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134. Item, Christus est Deus et 
homo, igitur iudicabit modo divino 
et humano. Igitur sicut modo divi- 
no predicta fient mentaliter, divi- 
na virtute in singulorum mentibus 
operante, ita etiam humano mo- 
do fient vocaliter, Christo talia hu- 
mana voce proferente. Unde Ioh. 
5<27> dicitur: potestatem dedit ei 
iudicium facere, quia Filius homi- 


nis est. Unde AUGUSTINUS, De 
verbis Domini: “Ad iudicium — 
inquit — hominis, forma hominis 


ventura est, in forma illa iudicabit 
que iudicata est” Ex quo patet 
quod Christus iudicabit in forma 
hominis et ut homo modo humano, 
igitur ut homo exercebit actus iu- 
diciales, precipue illos — de quibus 
iam dictum est — quos commemo- 
rat Ewangelium. Sed tales actus 
non potest tantum exercere men- 
taliter, ita ut venirent in notitiam 
iudicandorum, quia actus mentales 
Christi hominis, ut homo est, so- 
lum sunt immanentes et non tran- 
seuntes ad movendum corda alio- 
rum, igitur etc. 

135.1 Unde sequitur quod ad 
hoc quod Christus iudicet ut ho- 
mo modo humano, non sufficit ip- 
sum apparere in iudicio in forma 
humana, ita ut a iudicandis videa- 


1548 sicut] sicud P. 


1568 notitiam] mundi add. sed del. P.. 
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Ergo sequitur pari racione quod cor- 
porali voce loquatur ut ab omnibus 
audiatur. 

83. Item Christus est Deus et 
homo, igitur iudicabit modo divino 
et humano. Igitur sicut modo divi- 
no predicta fient mentaliter, divi- 
na virtute in singulorum mentibus 
operante, ita etiam humano mo- 
do fient vocaliter, Christo talia hu- 
mana voce proferente. Unde Ioh. 
5 «2T» dicitur: potestatem dedit 
ei iudicium facere quia Filius ho- 
mini est. Unde AUGUSTINUS, De 
verbis Domini: “Ad iudicium", in- 
quit, “hominis forma hominis ven- 
tura est, in forma illa iudicabit que 
iudicata est." Ex quo patet quod 
Christus iudicabit in forma homi- 
nis et ut homo modo humano, igi- 
tur ut homo exercebit actus iudi- 
ciales, precipue illos — de quibus 
iam dictum est — quos commemo- 
rat Ewangelium. Sed tales actus 
non potest tantum exercere men- 
taliter, ita ut venirent in noticiam 
iudicandorum, quia actus mentales 
Christi, ut homo est, solum sunt 
immanentes et non transeuntes ad 
movendum corda aliorum, igitur. 


84. Unde sequitur quod ad hoc 
quod Christus iudicet ut homo mo- 
do humano non sufficit ipsum ap- 
parere in iudicio in forma humana, 
ita ut a iudicandis videatur, sed 


996R ad] add. 


int. lin. R. 998R.-999R apparere] corr. in marg. de appare R. 
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tur, sed etiam requiritur ut ab ipsis 
tamquam modo humano senten- 
tiam proferens, et malos increpans 
et bonos commendans, |11va| au- 
diatur; alias enim sederet ibi tam- 
quam ydolum, nullum actum iu- 
dicialem modo humano exercendo, 
igitur. 

135.2 Secunda pars conclusionis 
vera. 

136. Sed tertia pars proba- 
tur, quia in illo iudicio fiet discus- 
sio meritorum singulorum, bono- 
rum scilicet et malorum; nam di- 
cit GLOSA super illud 1 Ad Cor. 
4<5>: Illuminabit abscondita te- 
nebrarum, scilicet gesta et cogita- 
ta bona et mala, et tunc aperta 
et nota erunt omnibus. Sed hec 
discussio non vocaliter sed men- 
taliter tantum fiet, quia si vocali- 
ter singulorum facta narrarentur, 
inestimabilis magnitudo temporis 
ad hoc requireretur. Unde AU- 
GUSTINUS, XX De Civitate Dei, 
cap. 14, loquens de libro — de 
quo dicitur Apoc. 20<12> — ex 
cuius scriptura omnes iudicabun- 
tur, dicit quod si “liber cogitetur 
carnaliter, quis eius longitudinem 
aut magnitudinem valeat estima- 
re? Aut quanto tempore legi pote- 
rit liber in quo scripte sunt univer- 
se vite universorum?" Non autem 
1007R igitur] add. int. lin. R. 


correxi, 2? R. 
naturaliter add. sed del. P. 


1016R et] add. sed del. g R. 
1024R 14] correxi, 5 R. 


etiam requiritur ut ab ipsis tam- 
quam iudex modo humano senten- 
tiam proferens, et malos increpans, 
et bonos commendans, audiatur. 
Alias enim sederet ibi tamquam 
ydolum nullum actum iudicialem 
modo humano exercento, igitur. 


85. Secunda pars conclusionis 
vera. 

86. Tertia pars conclusionis pro- 
batur. In iudicio fiet discussio 
meritorum singulorum bonorum et 
malorum, quia ut dicit GLOSSA su- 
per illud 1 ad Cor. 4 «5», Ii- 
luminabit abscondita tenebrarum: 
"gesta et cogitata bona et mala 
tunc aperta et nota erunt omni- 
bus." Sed hec discussio non vocali- 
ter sed mentaliter tantum fiet quia 
“si vocaliter singulorum facta nar- 
rarentur, inestimabilis magnitudo 
temporis ad hoc exigeretur." Un- 
de AUGUSTINUS, XX De civitate 
Dei, cap. 14 - loquens de libro 
de quo dicitur Apoc. 20 <12> 
ex cuius scriptura omnes iudica- 
buntur — “dicit quod ‘si liber ille 
carnaliter cogitetur, quis eius ma- 
gnitudinem aut longitudinem va- 
leat estimare? Aut quanto tempo- 
re legi poterit liber in quo scrip- 
te sunt universe vite universorum?' 
Non autem minus tempus requiri- 


1023R XX] 


1604 14] correxi, iv P. 1607 liber] 


1595-1597 || 1016R-1018R . gesta — omnibus: Cf. GLos. ORD., ad 1 Cor. 4,5. 
1599-1602 || 1020R.-1022R si vocaliter — requireretur/exigeretur: THOM. AQ., 
ubi supra, $ 132||80. 1607-1616 || 1027R-1036R dicit quod — materiali scripta: 
THOM. AQ., In Sent., IV, d. 47, q. 1, art. 1, qc. 2, sol.; p. 416a. Cf. AUG. Civ., XX, 
14, p. 724. 


1005R 


1010R 


1015R 


1020R 


1025R 


1030R 


1615 


1620 


1625 


1630 


1635 


1640 


1645 


minus tempus requiritur ad nar- 
randum oretenus singulorum facta 
quam ad legendum si essent in li- 
bro materiali scripta, igitur. Un- 
de AUGUSTINUS ibidem concludit 
dicens: “Quedam igitur vis est in- 
telligenda divina, qua fiet ut uni- 
cuique seu cuique opera sua, bo- 
na vel mala, cuncta in memoriam 
revocentur et mentis intuite celeri- 
tate cernantur, et excuset vel ac- 
cuset scientia conscientiam, atque 
ita simul et omnes et singuli iudi- 
centur." 

137. Corellarium primum: in 
extremo iudicio conscientie singu- 
lorum erunt quam libri continen- 
tes res gestas ex quibus fiet iudi- 
cium, sicut etiam in iudicio huma- 
no iudices utuntur registris. Patet 
corellarium per illud quod Apoc. 
20-12» dicitur: et |llvb| libri 
aperti sunt, et alius liber apertus 
est, qui est liber vite, et iudica- 
ti sunt mortui ex hiis que scrip- 
ta erant in libris secundum opera 
ipsorum. Super quo dicit sanc- 
tus THOMAS circa dist. 43 quar- 
ti «libri» quod per primos libros 
intelligi possunt conscientie singu- 
lorum, per secundum vero qui est 
liber vite «intelligitur» sententia 
iudicis in eius providentia descrip- 
ta. Patet etiam per beatum AU- 
GUSTINUM, XX De Civitate Dei, 


A Joint Edition 


tur ad narrandum oretenus singu- 
lorum facta, quam ad legendum si 
essent in libro materiali scripta." 
Igitur etc. Unde AUGUSTINUS ibi- 
dem concludit dicens: “Quedam 
igitur vis est intelligenda divina 
qua fiet ut cuique opera sua bo- 
na vel mala cuncta in memoriam 
revocentur et mentis intuitu mira 
celeritate cernantur et excuset vel 
accuset scientia conscientiam, at- 
que ita simul et omnes et singuli 
iudicentur", etc. 


87. Corollarium primum. Quod 
sequitur etiam est hoc quod in 
extremo iudicio conscientie singu- 
lorum erunt quasi liber continen- 
tes res |268v| gestas ex quibus 
fiet iudicium, sicut etiam in iudi- 
cio humano iudices utuntur regi- 
stris. Probatur corollarium per il- 
lud Apoc. 20 «12». Dicitur et 
libri aperti sunt et alius liber aper- 
tus est qui est liber vite, et iudi- 
cati sunt mortui ez hiis que scrip- 
ta erant in libris secundum opera 
ipsorum. Super quo dicit sanctus 
'l'HOMAS circa dist. 43, quod per 
primos libros intelligi possint con- 
scientie singulorum, per secundum 
vero qui est liber vite sententia iu- 
dicis in eius providentia descripta. 
Patet etiam illud corollarium per 
AUGUSTINUM, XX De civitate Dei, 


1624 scientia] correxi secundum auctoritatem, coscientia P. 
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cap. 14. 

138.  Corellarium secundum: 
probabile est citationem homini 
ad generale iudicium nedum fie- 
ri mentaliter, sed etiam vocaliter. 
Quod fiat mentaliter patet, quia 
virtute divina mentaliter vocabun- 
tur ad iudicium. Quod etiam fiat 
vocaliter patet, quia fiet per mini- 
sterium angelorum, iuxta illud Mc. 
24-31»: Mittet angelos suos et 
congregabit electos suos a quatuor 
ventis terre etc, quod facient ange- 
li cum tuba, ut exponit MAGISTER, 
igitur. 

139. Corellarium tertium: men- 
talis et vocalis erit reproborum ac- 
cusatio et contra eos testificatio. 

140. Primum patet: 
bunt enim eos conscientie ipsorum, 
secundum Apostolum ad Rom. 
2-15», et eorum iniquitas que 
tunc omnibus erit manifesta, iuxta 
illud Sap. 4<20>, traducet illos ex 
adverso iniquitas ipsorum. Chri- 
stus etiam vocaliter accusabit eos, 
ut — cum habetur Mt. 25«42» — 
dicet eis: esurivi et nom dedistis 
mihi, etc. 

141. Testificatio etiam erit men- 
talis et vocalis. Mentalis, quia om- 
nes videbunt conscientiam cuiusli- 
bet, ita quod in conscientiis pro- 
priis testificabitur quilibet esse ve- 


accusa- 


1672 iniquitas] eorum add. sed del. P. 
conscientiam] corexi, conscientiams sic P. 


cap. 14, etc. 

88. Corollarium secundum. Pro- 
babile est citationem hominum ad 
generale iudicium nedum fieri men- 
taliter, sed etiam vocaliter. Quod 
fiat mentaliter patet quia divina vir- 
tute mentaliter vocabuntur ad iu- 
dicium. Quod etiam fiat vocaliter 
patet quia fiet per ministerium an- 
gelorum iuxta illud Mt. 24 <Mc. 
13,27>: Mittet angelos suos et con- 
gregabit electos suos a quatuor ven- 
tis terre, quod facient angeli cum 
tuba <Mt. 24,31> ut exponit Ma- 
GISTER, etc. 

89. Corollarium tertium. Men- 
talis et vocalis erit reproborum ac- 
cusatio et contra eos testificatio. 

90. Primum patet. “Accusa- 
bunt enim eos conscientie ipsorum 
secundum Apostolum ad Rom. 2 
«15», et eorum iniquitas que tunc 
erit omnibus manifesta iuxta illud 
Sap. 4 «20»: traducet illos ex ad- 
verso iniquitas ipsorum. Christus 
etiam vocaliter accusabit eos tum, 
ut habetur Mt. 25 «41-42»: di- 
cet eis esurivi et non dedistis mihi 
manducare. 

91 Testificatio etiam erit menta- 
lis et vocalis. Mentalis quia omnes 
videbunt conscientiam cuiuslibet, 
ita quod in conscientiis propriis te- 
stificabitur quilibet esse verum il- 
1677 testificatio] testifficatio P. 1679 
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rum, illud de quo conscientia cui- 
slibet reprobi accusabit ipsum. An- 
geli etiam, qui fuerunt custodes eo- 
rum, specialiter testificabunt con- 
tra eos. Homines etiam clara voce- 
tenus contra eos testificabunt, igi- 
tur. |12ra| 

142. Quartum corellarium: in 
finali iudicio fiet discussio merito- 
rum et disceptatio de operibus iu- 
sticie et misericordie mentalis et vo- 
calis. Patet ex dictis. De ope- 
ribus namque iustitie fiet ut ap- 
pareat eos peccasse; de operibus 
misericordie, ut appareat non om- 
nes misericordia dignos esse. Et 
dicit RICHARDUS: “nobis certum 
non est utrum de aliis quam de 
operibus misericordie ibi vocalis di- 
sceptatio sit futura" 

143. Tamen, dicta conclusione 
et dictis circa eam non obstanti- 
bus, sit conclusio nona et ulti- 
ma ista: licet disceptationem esse 
futuram in iudicio finali de omni- 
bus iustitie et misericordie operi- 
bus vocaliter non sit in Scriptura 
expressum, tamen, si fierat talis di- 
sceptatio vocalis de singulis operi- 
bus singulorum, nullum sequi vide- 
tur inconveniens nec absurdum. 


144. 
tenti Scripturas. 
probatur, quia non videtur aliud 
inconveniens assignari posse, nisi 


Prima pars patet adver- 
Secunda pars 
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lud, de quo conscientia cuiuslibet 
reprobi accusabit ipsum. Angeli 
etiam qui fuerint custodes eorum 
specialiter testificabuntur contra 
eos, homines etiam electi vocete- 
nus contra eos testificabuntur.” 


92. Corollarium quartum. In 
finali iudicio fiet discussio merito- 
rum et disceptatio de operibus iu- 
stitie et misericordie mentalis et vo- 
calis. Patet ex dictis. De operibus 
iustitie fiet ut appareat eos pec- 
casse, de operibus misericordie ut 
appareat non omnes misericordia 
dignos esse. Et dicit RICHARDUS 
^nobis non esse certum utrum de 
alis quam de operibus misericor- 
die ibi vocalis aliqua disceptatio sit 
futura." 

93. Tamen, predicta conclusio- 
ne et dictis circa eam non obstan- 
tibus, sit conclusio seu propositio 
ultima: Licet disceptationem es- 
se futuram in iudicio finali de om- 
nibus operibus iustitie et miseri- 
cordie vocaliter, non sit nobis in 
Scriptura expressum, tamen si fie- 
ret talis disceptatio vocalis de sin- 
gulis operibus singulorum, nullum 
sequi videtur inconveniens nec ali- 
quod absurdum. 

94. Prima pars satis nota 
est inspicienti Scripturas, preci- 
pue Ewangelistas. Secunda pars 
probatur quia non videtur aliud 
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quod ad talem discussionem lon- 
gum requireretur tempus. Sed 
hoc non oportet, eo quod iudex 
scilicet Christus homo dabit voci 
sue vocem virtutis, ut dicitur in 
Ps. «67,34» Unde tante virtu- 
tis erit vox Christi hominis divi- 
ni nostri libri, quod in tempore 
valde brevi — puta una hora vel 
minori tempore — potest singu- 
lorum iudicandorum singula ope- 
ra vocaliter discutere, sive vocibus 
distinctis sive una voce distincte 
movente corda singulorum respec- 
tu singulorum operum ipsorum, et 
in omnium ac singulorum noti- 
tiam distincte singula opera cuiu- 
slibet vocaliter deducere. Quia 
licet ad legen-|12rb|-dum librum 
vite singulorum iudicandorum car- 
naliter scriptum et ab homine car- 
nali seu animali vocaliter expri- 
mendum multum tempus require- 
retur, non tamen hoc oportet de 
libro vite conscientiarum legendo 
et vocaliter exprimendo ab homi- 
ne speciali habente iam corpus non 
animale, sed spirituale; potissime 
autem ab homine Christo. 

145. Item, sicut dicit BEDA in 
GLOSA super Actus Apostolorum: 
apostoli non solum loquebantur et 
intelligebant omnia ydiomata, sed 
etiam ipsis loquentibus — quod fuit 
maius miraculum — in uno ydio- 
mate, quodcumque esset illud, om- 
nes audientes, quantumcumque es- 


inconveniens assignari posse, nisi 
quod ad talem discussionem lon- 
gum requireretur tempus. Sed hoc 
non oportet eo quod iudex, scili- 
cet Christus homo, dabit voci sue 
vocem, virtutis ut dicitur in Ps. 
«67,34». Unde tante virtutis erit 
vox Christi hominis quod in tem- 
pore valde brevi — puta in una ho- 
ra vel minori |269r| tempore — po- 
test singulorum iudicandorum sin- 
gula opera vocaliter discutere, si- 
ve vocibus distinctis sive una vo- 
ce distincte movente corda singulo- 
rum respectu singulorum operum 
ipsorum, et in omnium ac singu- 
lorum noticiam distincte singula 
opera cuiuslibet vocaliter deduce- 
re, quia licet ad legendum librum 
vite singulorum iudicandorum car- 
naliter scriptum et ab homine car- 
nali seu animali vocaliter expri- 
mendum multum tempus require- 
retur, non tamen hoc oportet de 
libro vite conscientarum legendo 
et vocaliter exprimendo ab homi- 
ne spirituali, habente iam corpus 
non animale sed spirituale, potis- 
sime autem ab homine Christo. 
95. Item sicut dicit BEDA 
in GLOSSA super Actus Aposto- 
lorum: apostoli non solum lo- 
quebantur et intelligebant omnia 
ydiomata, sed etiam ipsis loquen- 
tibus — quod fuit maius miracu- 
lulm — in uno ydiomate, quod- 
cumque esset illud, omnes audien- 
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sent diversorum ydiomatum, intel- 
ligebant quilibet ydioma proprium, 
divina virtute hoc faciente. Quan- 
tomagis igitur hoc fieri poterit de 
una voce Christi divinitus tantam 
virtutem habenti, ut per eam sin- 
gulorum singula merita, bona et 
mala, singulariter discutiantur et 
in omnium ac singolurum notitiam 
distincte vocaliter deducantur, igi- 
tur. 


146.1 Propositio responsiva ad 
secundam partem quesiti: quod ip- 
sa ad sensum conclusionum posita- 
rum est vera. 

146.2 Sed de rationibus pro et 
contra, quid sit sentiendum facili- 
ter patet intuenti conclusiones cum 
suis probationibus et corellariis. 

147. Et tantum de secundo prin- 
cipali. 
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tes quantumcumque essent diver- 
sorum ydiomatum, intelligebant 
quilibet ydioma proprium, divina 
virtute «hoc faciente." Quanto- 
magis igitur hoc fieri poterit de 
una voce» Christi divinitus tan- 
tam virtutem habente ut per eam 
singulorum singula merita sive bo- 
na sive mala fuerint discutiantur et 
in omnium ac singulorum noticiam 
distincte vocaliter deducantur, igi- 
tur etc. 

96. Alias probationes illius par- 
tis conclusionis causa brevitatis ob- 
mitto. 

97. Propositio ultima. Que- 
stio quoad secundum quesitum est 
vera. 


98. Rationes facte ante opposi- 
tum patent ex dictis. Rationes ve- 
ro post oppositum sunt pro dictis. 


99. Et hoc de toto illo articulo. 


[FINIS TEXTUS CONRADI] 


148. Quantum ad articulum tertium, in quo iuxta premissa conferre 
habeo cum magistro meo, reverendo magistro IOHANNE DE GMUNDEN 
sacre theologie baccalario et actu Sententias legenti, cum quo etiam in 
lectura Sententiarum concurram, licet immeritus. 

149. Primo, pro conclusionibus meis ponendis |12va| ut directius sibi 
valeam contradicere, premittam acceptiones horum terminorum, ‘fruitio’ 
et ‘usus’, quas ipse posuit in primo articulo scilicet positivo sui primi 


principii, et sunt iste. 
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150. Quod ‘fruitio’ tripliciter capitur. Primo modo pro omni actu 
delectabili potentie appetitive; et quia hec acceptio est minus generalis, 
ideo eam magister meus non curavit, sic et ego in dicendis dimittam. 
Secundo modo ‘fruitio’ capitur pro actu voluntatis quod aliquid dirigitur 
propter se sine relatione ad aliud actualiter vel habitualiter. Tertio modo 
capitur multum stricte pro amore libere voluntatis quo in aliquo amato 
finaliter quiescit, repugnanter relationi in alium finem. 

151. Sic et hoc nomen 'usus' tripliciter capitur. Primo modo pro 
cuiuscumque potentie operatione naturali, et hanc acceptionem magister 
meus a suo proposito abscindit, similiter et ego sic ad presens abscindo. 

152. Sed tamen ad propositum suum, similiter et meum, ly ‘usus’ 
prout dicit actum voluntatis, tripliciter capitur. Primo «modo» com- 
muniter pro acceptare vel deacceptare aliquid. Secundo modo pro accep- 
tare vel deacceptare aliquid propter aliquid. Tertio modo pro acceptare 
vel deacceptare aliquid propter aliud quo fruendum est: et sic distingwi- 
tur contra (abuti! Et primum illorum trium modorum magister meus 
reverendus rescindit a sua intentione, sic et ego in meis dicendis faciam. 

153. Quibus itaque ut prefertur premissis, sit conclusio prima huius 
articuli ista: omni actu voluntatis quo ipsa humana voluntas acceptat 
vel deacceptat aliquid propter finem, isto eodem actui etiam vult ipsum 
finem. 

154. Illa conclusio repugnat contradictorie prime parti primi corellarii 
[12vb| prime conclusionis, principii primi articuli positivi magistri mei 
reverendi, magistri IOHANNIS DE GMUNDEN, quem probo sic. 

155. Quia sicut est de actibus intellectus, sic conformiter videtur 
esse de actibus voluntatis. Sed eodem simplici actu scilicet respectivo 
intellectus intelligit simul utrumque terminum, scilicet ‘a quo’ et ‘ad 
quem’ — ut patet de conceptu Patris, qui simul significat Patrem ut 
terminum a quo et Filium ut terminum ad quem, et Patrem substrative 
et Filium connotative. Igitur et voluntas actu voluntatis est respectivo 
utrusuqe volitio, scilicet illius quod refertur et illius ad quod fit relatio, 
scilicet finis; vel ad minus unius est volitio et alterius nolitio. Et per 
consequens eodem simplici actu amatur ordinatum in finem, et ipse finis 
quasi propositum. 

156. Et confirmo hanc conclusionem sic: quia si amor ordinati in fi- 
nem non esset amor finis, vel igitur talis amor ordinatus in finem esset 
amor relativus, et sic utrumque — tam ordinatum quam finis — amare- 
tur, et «tunc» habeo propositum; vel esset amor absolutus sic et amor 
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finis, tunc non differret a fruitione, nisi accipitur et posset fieri fruitio, 
quod non videtur esse dicendum. Ymo est contra mentem magistri mei 
reverendi prenominati. 

157. Ex illa conclusione infero corellarie primo quod omni usus est 
fruitio, et non econverso. Prima pars patet, quia omni usu amatur finis 
ex consideratione et non propter aliud, igitur omnis talis erit fruitio, ut 
patet ex diffinitione fruitionis magistri mei reverendi. Sed secunda pars 
corellarii patet et probatur, quia simplex amor finis est fruitio et non est 
usus, cum non sit propter aliud, igitur. 

158. Secundo infero corellarie quod ly ‘fruitio’ est superius ad illum 
terminum ‘usus’; patet ex precedenti. |13ra| 

159. Tertio infero corellarie quod non omnis fruitio est omni usu 
nobilior. Probatur, quia alias idem esset nobilius se. 

160. Quarto infero corellarie quod omnis nolitio qua quis aliquid vult 
sive deacceptat propter finem, est fruitio. Probatur, quia eadem nolitio- 
ne vult et ipsum finem propter se, igitur est fruitio. 

161. Quinto infero corellarie quod eodem actu voluntas similiter utitur 
creatura et fruitur Deo. Patet ex dictis. 

162. Sexto infero corellarie quod prima pars corellarii decimi, con- 
clusionis prime, principii primi, articuli positivi magistri mei reverendi, 
magistri IOHANNIS DE GMUNDEN, est falsa. Probatur, quia in eadem 
parte dicit quod nullo uno actu voluntas similiter utitur creatura et frui- 
tur Deo. Modo hoc est falsum ex dictis, igitur. 

163. Et ad probationem suam qua arguit pro illa parte corellarii sic: 

164. ‘Nullo uno actu quo quis vult id quod est ad finem, vult ip- 
sum finem’, nego sibi argumentum: ymo illud falsum est, ut patet ex 
conclusione mea iam posita. Et non probat ulterius illam partem co- 
rellarii, sed dicit eam esse probatam ex conclusione precedenti, quod 
non est verum, quia nulla conclusio precedit suam primam conclusio- 
nem prenominatam, ymo nullam conclusionem prius in suis Principiis 
determinavit, igitur — sua reverentia salva — quod in illius corellarii 
parte assumit, penitus remanet sibi dubium. 

165. Secunda conclusio sit ista: non omne velle liberum et licitum, 
nec omne nolle huiusmodi est usus vel fruitio. 
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166. Probatur illa conclusio primo de velle, quia possibile est volun- 
tatem aliquid libere velle sine relatione ad aliud, etiam sine repugnantia 
relationis ad aliud, et tale velle non est usus nec fruitio, ut patet ex 
acceptionibus |13rb| premissis, igitur. 

167. Argumentum patet et probo, quia possibile est voluntatem velle 
aliquid absolute sub ratione alicuius boni in eo apparentis, sine eo quod 
referat illud in aliud vel quod acceptet illud pro ultimo fine, nolendo 
illud refferre in aliud, igitur. Consequentia bona; argumentum probo, 
quia qua ratione taliter referre vellet unum ens in aliud, eadem ratione 
quodlibet in quodlibet. 

168. Item, qua ratione vellet unum repugnari relationi in aliud, ea- 
dem ratione et quodlibet; et per consequens in quolibet vellet ultimate 
quiescere, quod non videtur. 

169. Confirmo illud argumentum, quia voluntas potest habere actum 
quo simpliciter et absolute in communi vult bonum, secundum quod per 
ly ‘bonum in communi’ significatur, et non distincte hoc bonum vel hoc 
in particulari, nec distincte referendo aliquid in aliquid, nec repugnanter 
volendo relationem. Et huiusmodi velle nec esset usus nec fruitio, ut 
patet ex acceptionibus illorum terminorum premissis, igitur. 

170. Similiter probo conclusionem de nolle libero: quia possibile est 
voluntatem nolle aliquod obiectum sub ratione alicuius mali vel discon- 
venientis, sine hoc quod nolit illud relative in aliud nolitum vel volitum, 
et tale nolle non est huismodi usus, proter non relationem. 

171. Argumentum autem quod sic voluntas possit nolle probatur, quia 
non est minus libera respectu nolitionis quam volitionis. Et ergo sicut 
sibi potest presentari aliquid sub absoluta ratione boni vel convenientis, 
ut probatum est, sic etiam sub absoluta ratione mali vel disconvenientis. 

172. Et confirmo illud: sicut naturali affectione vel amore aliquid est 
prosequibile quod voluntas ex tali affectione mota libere potest illud vel- 
le et absolute, sic etiam aliud obiectum naturali horrore est fugibile, et 
per consequens ex tali hor-|13va|-rore voluntas potest hoc libere et ab- 
solute nolle sine relatione ad aliud nolitum vel volitum, igitur. Sed quod 
huiusmodi nolle non sit fruitio probatur, quia est pura refugitio, que non 
est fruitio — cum fruitio sit amor quidam, ut asserunt doctores commu- 
niter de fruitione scribentes. Hoc idem patet etiam ex acceptionibus 
huius termini ‘fruitio’, de quibus ad propositum sermo. 

173. Quod autem huiusmodi velle et nolle — de quibus procedit proba- 
tio conclusionis — sint licita probatur, quia non repugnat regule divine, 
nec fierent difformiter dictamini recte rationis, igitur. 
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174. Ex illa conclusione infero corellarie primo quod possibile est ali- 
quem absque peccato diligere creaturam non referendo illam dilectionem 
in Deum. Patet de velle de quo procedit probatio conclusionis; non ta- 
men ex illo fore concedendum. Dico quod aliquis licite diligere possit 
creaturam non referendo illam dilectionem in Deum, et hoc in particula- 
ri scilicet sub ratione particularis boni, puta comodi vel utilis saltim qui 
ultimi finis est sufficienter capax. Patet, quia talis creatura frueretur, 
quod sibi non esset licitum. 

175. Secundo infero corellarie quod non omnis actus voluntatis liber 
et licitus est usus vel fruitio. Patet de velle et nolle liberis de quibus 
procedit conclusio, igitur. 

176. Tertium corellarium infero, et est istud: quod secunda pars 
decimi corellarii, conclusionis prime, articuli positi<vi> primi princi- 
pii magistri mei reverendi, magistri IOHANNIS DE GMUNDEN, est falsa. 
Probatur, quia eadem pars dicit quod voluntas quolibet actu suo licito 
aut utitur creatura aut |13vb| fruitur Deo. Modo hoc ex dictis falsum 
est de velle et nolle, de quibus procedit probatio conclusionis, igitur. 
Nec probat illam partem aliter, nisi quia dicit eam patere ex conclusio- 
ne et corellariis precedentibus, sed ex hoc non probat sufficienter illam 
partem corellarii, ut patet advertenti suam conclusionem cum corellariis 
eiusdem, quia maxime hoc pateret ex prima parte eiusdem conclusio- 
nis — que est quod ‘solo Deo est fruendum fruitione strictissime accepta 
seu dicta — cum qua stat secundum corellarium meum et oppositum 
secunde partis sui decimi corellarii, nec aliqua sua probatio oppositum 
convincit aut aliqualiter ostendit, igitur. 

177. Quarto infero corellarie quod aliqua dilectio circa creaturam non 
relata actu vel habitu in Deum tamquam in fine ultimum, est laudabilis 
et licita et non est peccatum. Probatur de velle illo de quo procedit con- 
clusionis probatio, quod est licitum et per consequens non est peccatum. 
Etiam patet illud corellarium ex primo meo corellario. 

178. Ex quo infero quinto quod secundum corellarium dicte conclu- 
sionis prime magistri mei prenominati est falsum. Probatur, quia meum 
quartum corellarium eidem suo quarto corellario contradicit, et meum 
est verum, igitur suum est falsum, cum non stent in veritate duo con- 
tradictoria. 
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179. Nec magister meus probat illud corellarium aliqua ratione, nec 
sequitur directe ex sua conclusione, que est: ‘licet solo Deo sit fruendum 
fruitione strictissime dicta, quodlibet tamen ens potest esse huiusmo- 
di fruitionis obiectum. Quia, cum prima parte istius conclusionis stat 
meum corellarium quartum, eo quod talis dilectio non esset fruitio, ut 
patet ex dictis. 

180. Similiter stat |14ra| cum secunda parte sue conclusionis, quam 
nec assero nec reprobo, licet eius oppositum esset probabiliter sustini- 
bile, quemadmodum et ELEPHAT et sui sequaces probabiliter defendunt 
et sustinent, et ergo non oportet me sibi respondere ad aliquam proba- 
tionem illius corellarii, eo quod ex dictis tali caret. 

181. Conclusio tertia quam scolastice et col<l>ative ponam, ni- 
chil temerarie asserendo, sed quam dumtaxat cum magistro meo pre- 
dicto conferendo possetenus defendam, sit ista: absolute possibile est 
secundam causam aliquem effectum producere et primam causam talem 
effectum illi non comproducere. 

182. Illa conclusio repugnat quarte propositioni conclusionis sexte, ar- 
ticuli positivi Principii secundi magistri mei reverendi, magistri JOHAN- 
NIS DE GMUNDEN, quam probo sic: primo, quia hoc formaliter nullam 
repugnantiam includit, igitur videtur absolute possibile. Consequentia 
videtur clara; argumentum probo, quia non videtur que esset illa repu- 
gnantia. 

183. Probo secundo illam conclusionem ex alio: quia licet clarum sit 
quod secunda causa non possit producere aliquem effectum nisi prius a 
causa prima sibi sit collata virtus talis producendi, manifestum tamen 
est quod collatio talis virtutis naturaliter prior est concursu prime cause 
in comproducendo. Cum ergo quodlibet posterius separari possit a suo 
priori, fiat igitur sic. Tunc, cum talis causa secunda habeat virtutem 
producendi effectum et non sit aliunde impedimentum, producet ipsum; 
nisi forte adversarius diceret quod talis causa secunda agens dependeat 
a prima non solum in esse et conservari, sed etiam in agere. 

184. Ad quod dico quod, etiam isto admisso, ex illo non sequitur 
quod ergo ab illa dependeat in producendo. Et causa quia pobabiliter 
et communiter dicitur quod color |14rb| dependeat in agendo speciem 
suam in medium a lumine, quam quidem speciem ipsam lumen non 
producit. 
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185. Secundo dico quod non opertet si res dependet ab alia in esse et 
conservari, quod ergo ab ea in agere dependeat. Et causa «est» quia 
forme substantiales et accidentales dependent a suis subiectis et causis 
efficientibus secundariis in esse et conservari, et tamen non in agere vel 
producere, ut notum est. 

186. Et confirmo hoc idem, quia illud comproduci non auget virtutem 
activam secunde cause prius sibi collatam, igitur illa mediate potest in 
effectum. "Tenet consequentia et argumentum probo: quia si sic, hoc 
esset quod Dominus Deus secunde cause ad agendum aliquid intrinsice 
influeret, ratione cuius influxus ipsa secunda causa actualiter vigorare- 
tur. Sed hoc non, igitur. Consequentia nota, maior similiter. Sed minor 
probatur, quia si sic, tunc concurrendo iterum cum illo influxu ei supe- 
raddito aliquid vigoris intrinsice superadderet, et sic in infinitum, cum 
non sit potior ratio nunc quam prius, nisi daretur causa diversitatis, que 
adhuc non apparet. 

187. Ex illa conclusione infero primo corellarie quod aliquem effec- 
tum nunc dependere a prima causa in esse et in agere, et deinceps in 
altero illorum tantum, videlicet in esse, absolute est possibile. Patet ex 
conclusione et eius probatione. 

188. Secundo infero corellarie: effectum secunde cause produci a pri- 
ma non est ratione dependentie a prima secunde cause in actualiter 
agere. Patet, quia stat eam dependere in actualiter agere a prima, et 
effectum eius ab causa non produci, eo quod stat secundam causam ac- 
tualiter agere et per primam non impelli, vel vehi active in effectum ab 
ea producibilem, igitur. 

189. Tertio infero corellarie quod influxus prime cause ad actualiter 
|14va| agere secunde cause, nichil addit secunde cause ultra suam inti- 
mitatem et effectum. Patet, quia non oportet ut secunda causa propter 
hoc precise se aliter habeat intrinsice cum non est in actualiter agere. 
De ratione enim vigorantis et confortantis aliud sine additione nove rea- 
litatis, est essentialis sive per essentiam intimitas aut presentia ad illud 
quod sic vigoratur, ut patet de lumine respectu coloris et de influentia- 
li diffusione a celo super vires, herbarum et rerum inferiorum aliarum, 
igitur. 

190. Quarto sequitur corellarie quod quarta propositio sexte conclu- 
sionis articuli positivi Principii secundi magistri mei reverendi, magistri 
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JOHANNIS DE GMUNDEN — sua reverentia salva — est falsa. Patet, 
quia conclusio mea tertia est vera, que sibi repugnat. 

191. Et ad probationem illius propositionis, quando nititur eam pro- 
bare sic: *quia non stat quod aliquis effectus a causa secunda habeat esse 
quando prima causa intelligat et habeat illum effectum seu velit habere 
illum effectum esse a se; et hoc est primam causam producere effectum 
aliquem', respondeo primo quod ex illa probatione non sequitur sua 
propositio, eo quod non procedit de possibilitate absoluta secunde cause 
respectu sui effectus. 

192. Tamen primo, quia licet hoc concedam quod quandocumque ef- 
fectus secunde cause est, ipse a prima intelligatur esse, et quod eundem 
ipsa prima velit esse, non tamen oportet quod velit ipse habere esse a 
se, eo quod nullam formaliter includit repugnantiam quod effectus sit 
effective et productive a secunda causa, et quod tamen prima solum 
velit ipsam habere esse a secunda causa, cui tantam contulit virtutem 
productivitatis, et non velit ipsam habere a se. Ergo absolute est |14vb| 
possibile secundam causam effectum producere et primam sibi non com- 
producere. 

193. Tamen secundo, quia cum causa prima libere ad extra agat, po- 
test tamen quantumlibet vigorative concurrere intrinsicitate sue essentie 
et non comproducere; etiam prima causa non concurrit comproductive 
infinite ipsi secunde cause, sed solum finite, igitur. Patet illam virtutem 
comproductivitatis communicare secunde cause, cum hoc non argueret 
ipsam esse infinitam nec poneret eam extra limitem creaturarum; igitur 
est absolute possibile. Consequentia tenet ex secunda probatione secun- 
de partis corellarii septimi, conclusionis tertie, articuli positivi, secundi 
Principii magistri mei prenominati, et argumentum satis clarum est. 

194. Ex quibus infero quinto et ultimo hoc argumentum esse bonum. 
Comproductivitas prime cause non auget vim productivam secunde cau- 
se prius sibi collatam, igitur formaliter non repugnat secundam causam 
effectum producere et primam «causam? sibi non comproducere. Patet 
ex dictis. 

195. Secundo infero quod probatio magistri mei predicti quam adducit 
pro sua quarta propositione, non sufficienter probat eam. Patet clare ex 
mea responsione quam dedi ad eam. Ex quibus luceclarius consequenter 
patet factas propositionis sue preallegate. 
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196. Hec pauca et exilia, sine temeraria assertione sed cum humi- 
litate et reverentia, offero magistro meo reverendo ad corrigendum et 
emendandum, prout sibi videbitur expedire. 

197. Et tantum de illo articulo secundo, et de toto secundo principali. 
Quantum ad tertium, ego regratior, etc. 
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